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Current Topics. 


The Vacation Court. 

Mr. Justice Evg had a very light list to deal with in the 
first Vacation Court, which sat on Wednesday ; some seventeen 
matters only, none of which were of any importance, being in the 
list. His lordship said he warned litigants that he intended to 
leave as little as possible to be dealt with by his successor as 
vacation judge, and that it must not be supposed that applications 
for adjournment would be granted as a matter of course. 


The big Commission on the Land Transfer 
cts. 

IT 1s announced that a Royal Commission has been appointed 
to consider and report upon the working of the Land Transfer 
Acts, and whether any amendments are desirable. The members 
of the commission are :—Viscount St. ALDWYN (chairman), Earl 
BgeaucHamp, Lord Fazer, Sir Cornetius M. WARMINGTON, 
Bart, K.C., Sir Samugt T. Evans, K.C., M.P., and Messrs. 
STtanLey O. Buckmaster, K.C., M.P., Dupiey SrTewart- 
Smirn, K.C., M.P., Ggorcz Cave, K.C., M.P., Pump §8. 
GREGORY, RICHARD PENNINGTON, Davin K. SHACKLETON, M.P,, 
and EpwaRD Woop. The secretary of the commission is Mr. 
J. F. WALEY, to whom correspondence may be addressed at the 
Royal Commissions House, Old Palace Yard, Westminster. 


The Scope of the Inquiry. 


THE APPOINTMENT of the Land Transfer Commission is con- 
sequent upon the request made some time ago to the Lord 
Chancellor by the London County Council, that an gy A 
should be held into the working of the Land Transfer Acts. © 
was inevitable, perhaps, after the passing of the Act of 1897 
that the system of compulsory registration should be tried some- 
where, and as the London teaap Council are responsible for 
the introduction of the system in London, it was natural that 
they should make the appeal for inquiry to which the Govern- 
ment have acceded. It would have been well if the Council of the 
Law Society, to whom the making of the appeal is in some measure 
due, could have got the terms of the reference extended so as to 
include a report on the continuance of the system. The terms of the 
reference contemplate an inquiry only into the working of the 
Land Transfer Acts, and whether any amendments are desirable. 
It is possible that a report upon these lines may intimate clearly 
that there are no advantages which counterbalance the incon- 
venience and expensé of the present system and may so lead to its 
abolition. But at any rate the constitution of the commission 
indicates that the practical effects of the system will receive due 
consideration, and no effort should be spared to submit to the 
commission the necessary evidence. 


Short Causes in the Admiralty Division. 

WE PRINT elsewhere a set of rules which have been made 
by the President for the purpose of enabling Admiralty cases 
to be tried by consent as short causes, A consent in the form 
given in the rules must be signed by the parties or their solicitors 
and filed in the Admiralty registry, and thereupon any party 
may apply to the judge in chambers to appoint a day for the 
hearing, and to give directions. There will be no pleadings 
beyond the claim endorsed on the writ, but if there is to 
be a counterclaim, notice of it must be given in writing before 


, the consent is signed. The cause of action and the 
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amount c'aimed, if not sufficiently appearing from the writ, 
will be specifiel at the hearing of the application to the 
judge, and at the same time the defendant must specify bis 
grounds of defence. In salvage claims, tte parties must also, 
on such application, or within the time directed by the judge, state 
the values of their property. The judge may act upon evi lence, 
documentary or otherwise, whetber legally admissible or not, 
und he may exercise his discretion as to costs, although the sum 
award: d exveeds the sum tendered. It is believed that the 
Admira'ty Division has ocesionally set an example to the other 
branches of the High Court in the rapid disposal of actions, and 
the new procedure will enable partics in cases not involving 
special complexity to obtain a decision with additional prompti- 
tude. 

Tne Motor-car Act, 1903. 

THE OMISSION of the Government to amend the Motor-car 
Act, 1903, was’ the occasion of considerable discussion 
in both Houses of Parliament at the close of the session, 
Lord HALSBURY appears to have bad unhappy experi- 
ences in the streets of London, and he advocated drastic 
measures for dealing with motor-cars there. His experience 
might easily be paralleled in provincial towns and in the country 
generally, and it would be wellif the neglect to deal with the 
matter did no worse than inflict inconvenience on persons of 
eminence. Unfortunately it is a question of the public safety, 
which no Government is entitled to disregard, and 
the penalties which can bs inflicted under the statute 
are ridiculously out of propertion to the risk to 
human life which is involved. The confusion which arises in the 
administration of the Act is illustrated by the recent case of 
Welton v. Taneborne (Times, 30th ult.), in which two summonses 
were issued sgainst the same person, one under section 1 for 
driving to the danger of the public, and one under section 9 for 
speniling the speed limit. JE LF, J., held that a conviction on 
the first summons was no bar to proceeding on the other, but 
LAWRANCE and Svuiton, JJ., held to the contrary, on the 
ground that the excessive rate of speed had been taken into 
account on the first summons. Practical'y it does not seem 
important whether a conviction can be obtained for two offences 
in respect of the same matter provided a sufficient penalty can 
be inflicted for one offence, but under the Act the maximum 
fine is £50, or three months’ imprisonment, ard in practice this 
period of imprisonment, short as it is, is very se!dom inflicted. 
Holidays and the Law. 

THE CORONER at a recent inquest thought that the facts 
required further investigation, and proposed that the proceedings 
should be adjourned, but the jurors objected. The month of 
August had arrived and they had made arrangements for their 
holidays. One of them, indeed, bad proposed to make a visit to 
the Canary Islands. The coroner earnestly reminded them of 
their civic duties, and finally, as something in the nature of a 
compromise, the inquest was adjourned to September. The 
importance of holidays to all classes in England has of late years 
been generally recognized. It has become the established usage 
in the different branches of business to require and obtain an 
annual — of abstinence from labour quite apart from the 
legal holidays which are regulated by Act of Parliament. The 
bar, during many generations, has had the benefit of liberal 
vacations, but there are some signs of a movement to curtail 
these extraordinary advantages. One of these signs may be 
detected in the recent arrangement by which the Court of 
Criminal Appeal is to sit during the Vacation. We understand 
that the court will commence its sittings about the 14th of this 
month, and that it will sit again in the middle of September. 
No doubt a liberal holiday during the warmer months of 
the year is beneficial to all branches of the profession, but this 
holiday can only be maintained by some degree of concession on 
suitable occasions, and account will have to be taken of the 
demands which public requirements may make on judicial services 
even in vacation. 


A Fine of Twenty-nine Million Dollars. 


AN AMERICAN COURT has just given a decision with regard to 
a penalty, the amount of which is beyond the imagination of 








English litigants. The New Jersey Cuurt of Appeals for the 
seventh circuit has reversed the decision of Judge LANDIS in the 
D strict Court in a suit brought by the Government of the United 
States under the Interstate Commerce Act against the Standard 
Oil Co. of Indiana. The Act prohibits personal discrimina- 
tion between railway companies and the public us'ng their 
railways, and a'so restricis discrimination between different 
places. Judge LANpDis found that the Standard Oil Co, 
had been guilty of accepting from the Alton Railroad Co. re- 
bates on gil shipped from the refinery at Whiting, Indiana, to 
East St. Louis, Indiana, and he imposed on the company the 
enormous penalty of twenty-nine million dollars. This amount was 
ascertained by assigning a penalty for each cartload of oil shipped 
by the company. The Court of Appeals consider that the penalty 
ought to have been based on the settlements between the railway 
company and the oil company, and that the maximum amount on 
this basis ought not to exceed 720,000 dols. They are also of 
opinion that the judge of the local court was wrong in treating the 
shipment of each cartload of oil as a separate offence, and they 
think that in imposing the maximum fine for a first offence he was 
abusing the discretion vested in the court. It was outrageous 
that the defendant company should be fined twenty-nine times 
the amount of its capital stock, which was one million dollars only. 
There seems to be some doubt whether the United States Govern- 
ment will acquiesce in this decision, but as a retrial has been 
ordered they will have the opportunity of considering whether it 
would not be reasonable to ask for a penalty moze in 
accordance with the experience of cvurts of justice. The 
expense of the proceedings appears to have been in just propor- 
tion to the amount of the fine. The record of the case contained 
more than a million and a half of words, and the costs of the 
Government are estimated at £40,000. 


Petition of Right. 

APPARENTLY an action will lie against the Home Secretary for 
refusing to submit the petition of right of a suppliant for the 
King’s fiat. By section 2 of the Petition of Right Act, 1860, 
the “ petition shall be left with the Secretary of State for the 
Home Department in order that the same may be submitted to 
her Majesty for her Majesty’s gracious consideration.” Many 
Colonial statutes dealing with procedure against the Crown 
contain similar provisions. Section 4 of the British Columbia 
Crown Procedure Act (Chap. 57 of the Revised Statutes 
of 1897) runs: “The said petition shall he left with the 
Provincial Secretary in order that the same may 
submitted to the Lieutenant-Governor for his considera 
tion.” This enactment has recently been the subject of 
appeal to the Privy Council from the Supreme Court of Canada: 

‘ult.m v. Norton (Times, July 11th). The respondent, desiring 
to bring an action against the Crown in British Columbia, left 
his petition of right with the appellant, then filling the office of 
“Provincial Secretary,” as directed by the Act. The 
matter was brought before the Executive Council, who 
declined to make any minute cr order relating to it, and the 
appellant wrote to the respondent to the effect that the Lieutenant 
Governor's fiat would not be granted. The respondent then 
brought an action against the appellant for refusing to submit 
the petition. The Supreme Court of the province dismissed the 
action ; but this decision was reversed by the Supreme Court of 
Canada, who were (by a majority) of opinion that the Act 
created a duty in the appellant, enforceable by action, to present 
the petition to the Lieutenant-Governor. Accordingly, a new trial 
was ordered. From this decision the appellant appealed to the 
Privy Council. The Judicial Committee affirmed the decision of 
the Supreme Court of Canada, and held that the respondent had 
@ good cause of action. 


Pledging Military Certificates. 

A summons recently heard in the North London police court 
was founded on a section of the Army Act, 1881, which is pos 
sibly unknown to some of the small moneylenders of this country. 
Section 156, sub-section 9, enacts that: “Every person who 
receives, detains, or has in his possession the identity certificate 
or life certifivate of a persou entitled to a military pension or 
reserve pay as a pledge or security for a debt, or with a view 
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to obtain payment from te pen-ioner or person entitled t» the 
pay of a debt due either to him-elf or to any other person, shall 
be liable on summary conviction” toa penalty not exceeding £20. 
It appeared that a person entitled to Army Reserve pay borrowed 
five shillings from the defendant, giving him as security his 
identity certificate. The defendant afterwards made further 
advances, bringing the amount due up to thirty shillings, and we 
need scarcely say that the rate of interest was a liberal one. 
When the pension day came round, the certificate was handed 
to the borrower, who drew the money at the post office and paid 
the defendant, giving him back the certificate as security for a 
further loan. The defendant, who was probably unaware that 
he was dealing with the property of the Government, was fined 
£5. The risks of those who advance money to the poorer classes 
are considerable, and they have the greatest difficulty in procur- 
ing anything in the shape of security for their advances ; but the 
section to which we have referred is founded upon motives of 
public policy, as it is contrary to the honour, dignity, and 
interest of the State that its servants should be in danger of 
being reduced to poverty by anticipating those resources which 
were intended to make some provision for their comfort and 
efficiency. 


Questions as to the Title to Foreign Immovable 
Property. 

Tue case of Deschamps y. Miller (1908, 1 Ch. 856) is an 
addition to the chain of cases concerning real property situate 
beyond the jurisdiction of the English courts. Jgan 
Descuamps, domiciled and residing in France, contracted marriage 
there under the régime do/al, with community of acquired property, 
under the French law. Ue afterwards went to India, and 
there, in the lifetime of his wife, went through the form of 
marriage with one Crciitra ‘Taytor. Having acquired real 
estate in India, he assigned it to a trustee upon trust f.r himeelf 
for life, and after his death for the benefit of Cecin1a TayLor 
and her children, and, in default of children, for relations 
of Cecitia Taytor. The son of Descuampes by the French 
marriage brought an action against the trustees, after the death 
of his father and mother, in order to impeach the settle- 
ment and for a reconveyance of the property subject to 
it, on the ground that it was contrary to the law of France 
and in contravention of his rights thereunder. The plaintiff and 
defendants were ail resident in England. Parkes, J., was, in 
these circumstances, of opinion that no contract, no fiduciary 
relationship, and no fraud or other unconscionable conduct giving 
nse to a personal obligation between the parties was shewn; the 
whole question being whether, according to the law of India, the 
claim of title set up by one party would be preferred to the claim 
of another party. The decision seems to follow necessarily from 
the rule that, in order to atfect real estate situate abroad with an 
equity which does not attach to it by the lex loci rei site, there 
must be a privity which arises either from contract, or from the 
existence of a fiduciary relatiun between the parties. 


Liability of Managers in Lunacy. 


AN INTERESTING question as to the licbility of a person 
appointed under section 116 of tue Lunacy Act, 1890, to carry 
01a business on behalf of a lunatic not so found was decided 
by the Court of Appeal in Plumpt.n v. Burkinshaw (1908, 2 K. B. 
572), When an agent acts on behalf of a known principal, the 
ordin wy rule is that he does not incur personal liability, and in 
Owen & Co. v. Cronk (1895,1 Q. B. 265) this was applied to 
the case of a person appointed as receiver and manager of a 
business by trustees for debenture-holders. Such a person is a 
mere agent for the trustees and incurs no personal liability. 
But Ricsy, L.J., in his judgment in that case, dis- 
tinguished a receiver appointed by trustees from a receiver 
appointed by the court. ‘When a receiver is appointed by the 
court to carry on a business, he accepts the appointment on the 
terms that he will be personally responsible to the creditors of 
the business, while he will be indemnified out of the assets. 
The court cannot carry on the business itself, nor can it be 
responsible to creditors.” This latter case occurred immediately 


afterwards in Burt, Boulton & Hayward v. Bull (1895, 1 Q. B. 
276), and it was held, accordingly, that a receiver and 


manager of a business appointed by the court was personally 
liable for goods ordered in the course of carrying on the business. 
In the recent case it was sought to place a manager for a 
lunatic not so found on the same footing as a manager 
appointed by the court; but there is the distinction that he~has 
a principal behind him against whom the liability can be en- 
forced, while a receiver appointed by the court has no principal 
behind him. Moreover, the Court of Appeal held that there was 
nothing in the provisions of the Lunacy Act, 1890, under which 
he is appointed, to impose on him personal liability for acts done 
in pursuance of his appointment. By section 120 the judge may 
authorize him, amongst other thirgs, to carry on any trade or 
business of the lunatic ; and by section 124 he is empowered “ in 
the name and on behalf of the lunatic” to do all things necessary 
for giving effect to any order under the Act as the judge directs. 
These provisions suggest that the receiver is to act only as agent 
on behalf of the lunatic, and as long, therefore, as he properly 
informs persons dealing with him of his position, he incurs no 
personal liability. 


Facts or Opinions. 


Lorp MANsFIELD, in the leading case of Carter v. Boehm (3 
Burr. 1205), in dealing with a controversy as to the admissibility 
of an insurance broker’s opinion on the materiality of facts not 
communicated to an underwriter, took occasion to say “ We all 
think the jury ought not to pay the least regard to it. It is mere 
opinion, which is not evidence.” And the principal books on 
evidence tell us that witnesses must speak only to facts within 
their own knowledge, and will not be permitted, except under 
specific circumstances; to express their belief or opinion. Sir 
James Steruen, in his Digest of the Law of Evidence, appears 
to think that the cases in which the opinion of any person that a 
fact in issue does or does not exist is relevant may be easily 
enumerated ; but in several classes of questions the line between 
the witness’s judgment or opinion, and his affirmation of a 
fact, is so indistinct that it cannot in practice be marked 
out. In questions of identity of persons or things, of the 
lapse of time, of comparative shape or colour or sound, of 
expression and through it of meaning, what the witness says 
is, after all, largely his opinion, but so blended with knowledge 
and recollection that the line where opinion ends and fact begins 
cannot be distinguished. It is everyday practice for witnesses to 
swear to such facts as the quantity, weight, size and dimensions 
of a thing, to heat and cold, age, sickness and health. In sach 
cases the opinion expressed by witnesses is their own judgment 
based upon facts within their own observation. We are, therefore, 
rather surprised that ina recent American case, 7’he Commonwealth 
v. Eyler (217 Pa. 512), the prisoner having been found guilty of 
murder, the admission of the opinions of witnesses as to the 
sobriety of the defendant at the time of the assault was assigned 
as error. The argument for the prisoner appears to have been 
that the opinions of the witnesses were not admissible in the 
absence of a preliminary statement by them of the fasts on which 
their opinions were based. But the Supreme Coart had little 
difficulty in rejecting this proposition. They held that the 
opinion of the witnesses was equivalent to a specification of the 
facts. The witness, in effect, described the facts when he gave 
his opinion, 

The Recognition of Legal Fiction. 

Ir 1s RARE to meet, in reported cases, with the frank 
admission on the part of judges that some maxim or general 
rule of law is nothing but a fiction. The contrary is more 
usually the case, as where Lord Hatspury, in delivering a 
judgment of the Privy Ovuncil, stated, without reservation or 
explanation, that “the supplies granted to his Majesty for the 

urpose of paying his soldiers, whether they be granted by the 
Recoatal or the Colonial Legislature, are money granted to the 
king”: Williams vy. Howarth (1905, A. O. 551). This general 
unwillingness to recognize that legal theory frequently does not 
correspond with actual fact makes any judicial reference to fictions 
extremely valuable. Such a reference occurs in Wandsworth 
Board of Works v. United Telephone Co. (13 Q. B. D. 904). The 
main question before the Court of Appeal in that case was as 
to the meaning of the word “street,” and the extent to which a 





local authority, in whom a ‘' street” was vested, could interfere 
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with a telephone wire that was stretched across the street at 
the usual height of such wires. Brett, M.R., in stating the 
rule, laid down by Coxg, as to “land” including everything 
“‘ which lies below that portion of land down to what is called 
the centre of the earth,” continued, ‘‘ which is, of course, a mere 
fanciful phrase—and wusgue ad celum—which to my mind is 
another fanciful phrase.” Bowen, L.J., put this rather more 
strongly: ‘‘It seems to me that it isnot necessary to decide upon 
what exact legal fiction, or on the existence of what legal theory, 
one is to justify the principle, which I think is embodied in the 
law, as far as I have been able to see, that the man who has land 
has everything above it, or is entitled, at all events, to object to 
anything else being put over it.” 








Priority as Between Equitable 
Titles to Ships. 


THE recent decision of the Court of Appeal in Burg’s v. Con- 
stantine (1908, 2 K. B, 484) is important both in respect of its 
discussion of the question of priority as between equitable 
owners, and as shewing the futility of registration of title unless 
the legal requirements on which the effect of registration depends 
have been duly observed. The registration of mortgages of ships 
has usually been regarded as specially simple and efficacious, and 
a mortgagee who procures himself to be registered has in general 
an unimpeachable title, Under section 33 of the Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1894, his mortgage takes, priority of any mort- 
age previously given which has not been registered—and this 
1s so notwithstanding that he may have had notice of such earlier 
mortgage (Black v. Williams, 1895, 1 Ch. 408)—and under section 
35 he has power absolutely to dispose of the ship or share in 
respect of which he is registered and to give effectual receipts 
for the purchase money. But, as the present case shews, his 
position depends upon the original validity of the document 
under which he procures himself to be registered, and if this 
_ open to technical objection, he may find his security value- 
ess, 

In Burgis v. Constantine (supra), WitFRID HINE was the 
senior partner in the firm of Hing Brothers, who were steamship 
managers. In 1898 it was proposed to form a company to take 
over Zhe Greta Holme and certain other steamships forming the 
“Holme Line,” and a circular containing the details of the intended 
conversion was sent out to the owners of shares in the ships. This 
asked them to execute an enclosed bill of sale of their shares, in 
return for which certificates for paid-up shares in the new company 
were to besent tothem. The plaintiffs, who were the registered 
owners of twenty-one sixty-fourth shares in The Greta Holme, 
assented to the scheme and executed the bill of sale, which was in 
favour of WiLFrip Hinz, who was thereupon registered as 
owner of the shares. The arrangement of the matter was in the 
bands of his son, A. E. Hine Efforts were made to form 
the company, and these continued till 1906, but the scheme 
ultimately failed. The plaintiffs’ shares, however, were not re- 
assigned to them, and in 1907 A. E. Hing offered them as security 
for an advance of £4,000, which was required for the purposes of 
the firm of Hine Brothers. An advance of this amount was 
arranged with the defendant, for whom one HoLMAN acted as 

ent, A. E. Hine procured WILrrip HIne’s signature to a 
blank printed form of statutory mortgage, and sent it to HOLMAN 
for the blanks to be filled in with the particulars of the mortgage 
= oo are = was done by HotmAN, the £4,000 was 

vanced, and the defendant was duly registered as mor 
of the shares. die salarttd 

All this was done, as regards the defendant in good faith, and 
probably it was not realized that there was anything unusual in 
obtaining the execution by Witrrip Hine as the registered 
owner of the shares first, and filling up the blanks afterwards. 
Such a thing is of every-day occurrence with regard to transfers 
of shares in companies, and probably it is common enough in 
regard to shares in ships. The process is facilitated by the fact 
that these mortgages are always given on official printed forms, 
- which leave nothing to be filled in ‘bat the particulars of the ship, 
the number of the shares, and the amount of the advance. But 


legally, of course, the mortgage, being under seal, is a nullity if” 
these blanks are filled in after execution (Powell v. London ang™ 
Provincial Bank, 1893, 2 Ch. 555), though the mortgagee will have 
a good claim in equity against the mortgagor to have the securi 
perfected ; and in the present case the plaintiffs, who remain 
in equity the owners of the shares, claimed that the registration 
of the mortgage ought to be expunged from the register. 

It does not seem to have been seriously contested that this 
must be done. Of course, if any sale had been effected by the 
mortgagee the case would have been different. The purchaser 
welt Gave taken a statutory title under section 35 of the 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, and, his vendor being in fact the 








registered owner of the sbares, he would not have been affected 
by any defect in his title outside the register. But no such 
security was afforded to the mortgagee himself by the mere fact 
of registration, and when it was decided that his mortgage must 
be taken off the register, he was left solely to the equitable title 
which arose in his favour out of the transaction. 

As regards the priority of this equitable title Bienam, J, 
before whom the case was first heard, and the Court of Appeal 
have differed. The plaintiffs had, by executing a bill of sale in 
favour of WILFRID Hing, put him in a position to deal with 
the shares, and it was argued for the defendant that upon this 
ground the equitable title which WiLrrip HiNE had conferred 
upon him must be preferred to that of the plaintiffs. For this re 
sult reliance was placed on the decision of FARWELL, J. (who 
was a member of the Court of Appeal on the present occasion) in 
Rimmer v. Webster (1902, 2 Ch. 163), and that case appears to be 
very muchin point. ‘ Where,” runs the headnote, ‘‘an owner of 
property gives all the indicia of title to another person with the 
intention that he should deal with the property, the principles 
of agency apply, and any limit which he has imposed on his 
agent’s dealing cannot be enforced against an innocent purchaser 
or mortgagee from the agent who has no notice of the limit.” And 
in his judgment FARWELL, J., said :—‘‘ The gist of the case is that 
the real owner has invested the dishonest vendor or mortgagor 
with all the indicia of title as absolute owner for the purpose of 
enabling him to deal with the property, although in a limited 
way only.” 

But with the case of an agent with a limited authority to 
dispose of property, who makes use of the indicia of title whith 
have been entrusted to him, must be contrasted that of a trustes 
who simply holds the property for his cestui que trust and has no 
authority to dispose of it outside the terms of the trust. The 
leading case on the latter state of things is Shropshire Union 
Railways Co. v. The Queen (L. R. 7 H. z. 496), where Lord 
Caikns, C., emphasized the priority of the title of the cestui gu 
trust over that of a person who takes from the trustee in breach 
of his trust a title not perfected by getting in the legal estate 
for value and without notice. Under such circumstances the 
cestui que trust is entitled to rely upon the trustee not improperl 
dealing with the property, and his equitable title is not affe 
by an improper dealing until the property comes to the hands 
of a purchaser for value without notice, who obtains the legal 
estate. 

In the present case, therefore, the question was whether 
Witrrip HINE was to be regarded as an agent entrusted with 
authority to dispose of the shares, though only for a special 
purpose ; or whether he was to be regarded as a mere truste 
for the plaintiffs. The Court of Appeal held that, upon the project 
for the formation of the company failing, he became a mere trustes, 
and hence that the case was within the principle, not of Rimmer ¥. 
Webster (supra), but of Shropshire Union Railways Co. v. The Queen 
(supra). And this being so, the defendant had not acquired 
under his mortgaze any title which would displace the equitable 
title of the p'aintifis. The peculiarity of the case is that the 
change of the position of WILFRID HINE from that of agent @ 
that of trustee was a matter as to which the defendant no 
information. All he knew was that WILFRID HINE was in fact 
the registered owner of the shares and was apparently in @ 
position to dispose of them. And it does not seem satis 
that the defendant's title should be defeated by matters between 
the legal owner and the equitable owners of the shares over 
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which he had no control. But to carry this argument to its 





extent would be to question Shropshire Union Railways Co. v. Tht 
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Queen and the system of vesting property in trustees which that 
decision was meant to affirm. Though possibly, without going so 
far as this, it may be doubted whether a person, who was originally 
invested with property as agent with a limited authority, ought 
to be treated, when that authority comes to an end, as no longer 
agent but as trustee, so as to prejudice the rights of strangers 
with whom, by virtue of his apparent ownership, he deals. 








Reviews. 
The New Zealand Land Laws. 


A Practica HANDBOOK or THE Lanp Laws or New ZEALAND. 
By T. F. Martryx. Whitcombe & Timbs (Limited). 


This is a small volume of exactly one hundred pages. By “Land 
Laws” are meant what are often called, in other parts of Australasia, 
Crown Lands Acts—that is, the collection of statutes dealing with the 
administration of the public or Crown lands. Both in the different 
states of Australia and in New Zealand these Land Acts, or Crown 
Lands Acts, are now so numerous and complex owing to con- 
stant repeal, re-enactment, and amendment, that synopses 
of the various codes of law are almost indispensable, even 
to the legal practitioner. To the lay settler, or would-be settler, the 
farmer and agriculturist, the.printed Acts themselves are a hopeless 
chaos of unintelligibility. The object of Mr. Martin’s book is to 

resent, in as mall a compass as possible, the substance of the New 
Zealand statutes relating to the public lands that have not yet been 
granted away in fee simple. There appear to be thirty-three classes 
of land, and in some cases one class of land may be “taken up” in 
more than one way—it may be purchased in fee for cash, or rented 
for a term of years, or oe under licence, &c. Thus, the total 
number of varieties of “tenure” is considerable. Anyone in England 
who may have occasion to consult the New Zealand statutes re- 
ferred to in this book will find it extremely useful as a guide and 
index to the statutes themselves. 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


ISMAY, IMRIE, & CO. ». CATHERINE WILLIAMSON. 
7th and 13th July. 


WorkMen’s Compensation Act, 1906—Accrpent—D1seass—PERSONAL 
Insurny By Acctpent—Heat Stroke. 


Williamson, while employed as a coal trimmer on a liner, was struck 
down by heat stroke, and died shortly afterwards from heart exhaus- 
tion. His widow claimed compensation under the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act, 1906. 

Held, dismissing an appeal by the employers, by Lord Loreburn, C., 
and Lord Ashbourne—Lord Macnaghten dissenting—that the widow 
was entitled to compensation. 

Per Lord Ashbourne : Although a heat stroke may be called a dis- 
ease, it is in this case, in my opinion, a disease directly caused by an 
accident arising out of or in the course of an employment, particularly 
dangerous to Williamson in consequence of his weak state of health. 
Its not being scheduled as an industrial disease in the Act, 1906, does 
not affect the question, for the Act expressly provides that ‘ nothing 
shall affect the rights of a workman to recover compensation in respect 
of a disease to which the section does not apply, if the disease is a 
personal injury by accident within the, meaning of the Act.’’ I do 
not at all say that all diseases arising out of or in the course of employ- 
ment should be regarded as a personal injury by accident, but I am 
of opinion that under the circumstances of this case and its facts Wil- 
liamson was killed by a personal injury by accident, and that the 
appellants are accordingly liable. 


Appeal by the company from a decision of the majority of the judges 
of the Court of Appeal in Ireland affirming an award of £162 made by 
the Recorder of Belfast in favour of the applicant. The applicant’s 
husband, John Williamson, was a coal trimmer on board the liner 
Majestic, which belonged to the Oceanic Steam Navigation Co. 
(Limited), of which the appellant company were managers. While The 
Majestic was at sea Williamson was struck down by heat stroke, and 
died soon afterwards. The ground of the appeal was that the man’s 
death wis caused by heat to which the normal condition of his employ- 
ment exposed him, and that there was no ‘‘injury by accident” to 
bring the case within the Act at all. 

Lord Loresurn, C., in moving that the appeal should be dismissed, 
said : I agree with the judgment of the Court of Appeal. The county 
court judge has found that this man died from an accidentr’ There 
does not seem to me reason for dissenting from that view. To my 
mind the weakness of the deceased which predisposed him ‘to this 
form of attack is immaterial. The fact that a man who has died from 
a heat stroke was by physical debility more likely than others so to 
suffer can have nothing to do with the question whether what ‘befell 








him is to be % ay as an accident or not. In the ease of Fenton v. 
Morley (1903, A. C. 233) the meaning of the word accident was 
ony scrutinized. That case stands as a conclusive authority, and 
would. not depart from it if I could, nor need I repeat what was there 
said. The only question is of applying the law there laid down to the 
particular facts of this case. tn my view this man died f an 
accident. what killed him was a heat stroke coming suddenly and 
unexpectedly upon him while at work. Such a stroke is an unusual 
effect of a known cause, often, no doubt, threatened, but generally. 
averted by precautions which experience, in this instance, had not 
taught. It was an unlooked-for mishap in the course of his employment. 
In common language, it was a case of accidental death. I feel that, in 
construing this Act of Parliament, as in other cases, there is a risk of 
frustrating it by excess of subtlety, which I am anxious to avoid. 

Lord AsHBOURNE read a judgment to the same effect. 

Lord MACNAGHTEN dissented. It seemed to him that this was no 
more a personal injury by accident than would be the case of a man 
who, while at work got a chill which developed into bronchitis, and the 
man died from heart exhaustion. In his opinion the appeal should 
be allowed. By a majority the appeal was y Mie | .—CounssL, 
Danckwerts, Ko, and Leslie Scott; Abel Thomas, K.C., and Morgan 
Morgan. Souicrrors, Rawle, Johnstone, Gregory, Rowceliffe & Row- 
cliffe, for Hill, Dickinson & Co., Liverpool; G. R. Thorne, Robinson 
& Co., for N. Tughan, Belfast. 

(Rep rted by Eaxsxiwz Rerp, Barrister-at-Liw. } 


LONDON AND INDIA DOCKS CO. v. THAMES STEAM TUG AND 
LIGHTERAGE CO. (LIM.), 23rd July. 


Harsours AND Docks—Rates—Exemption—LicuTer Entertna Dock 
to Untoap into Sure—LicutTer Leavine Dock Wrirnovr UNLOADING 
—West Inp1a Dock Act, 1831 (1 & 2 Witt. 4, c. 52), ss. 76, 83. 


Under the West India Dock Act, 1831, the appellant company were 
empowered to levy certain rates on lighters and other craft entering 
any dock or lying therein, but ere entering a dock to discharge or 
receive goods to or from on board any vessel in the dock were exempted 
from the rates so long as they were bona fide engaged in discharging or 
receiving goods. 

Held, that the exemption did not apply in the case of a lighter which 
had entered a dock for the bona fide purpose of discharging goods into 
a ship already there, but which in fact, being full, was unable to receive 
any cargo from the lighter. 

Decisten of the Court of Appeal (1908, 1 K. B. 786) reversed. 


This, and the two cases reported below, were appeals by the London 
and India Docks Co. from decisions which went in favour of the 
defendants. The three appeals were argued together, and were treated 
as test cases and judgment reserved. ts section 76 of the Act of 1831 
the dock company were entitled to e certain rates in respect of 
every lighter entering any of the docks or lying therein; but by sec- 
tion 83 lighters were exempted from the rate so long as they were bond 
fide engaged in discharging into or receiving goods from a ship in the 
dock. In this case the respondents’ two lighters, 7'he Clarence and 
The Pike, entered the East India Dock with goods intended to be 
discharged into the ss. Umfuli. The Umfuli was full,~ and 
the lighters left the dock with their cargo untouched. Thereupon the 
dock company claimed payment of dock dues and rates. The Divi- 
sional Court held that as the lighters entered the dock for the bond 
fide purpose of Saree their cargoes into Zhe Umfuli, and 
failed to do so through no fault of their own, they were exempt from 
rates. The dock company appealed. 

Tue House having taken time, 

Lord LoreBuRN, é., ave judgment in favour of the appellants. 

Lord AsHBouRNE and Lord ATKINson dissented on the ground that 
the refusal of 7'he Umfuli was unexpected, and there was nothing to 
shew that it could have been reasonably expected, 

Lords MACNAGHTEN, RoBertTson, and CoLLins agreed with the Lord 
Chancellor. By a majority the appeal was allowed with costs.— 
CounseL, Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., J. A. Hamilton, K.C., and Wal- 
lace; Scrutton, K.C., and Cranstoun. Soxicrrors, Z. 7. Turner & 
Sons; Keene, Marsland, Bryden & Besant. 


[Reported by ERSK(ME REID, Barrister-at-Law.)} 


LONDON AND INDIA DOCKS CO. +. McDOUGALL & BONTHRON 
(LIM.). 23rd July. 
Harsour—Dockx—Rates—ExemptTion—“ Bona Fipe ENcAcep in Dts- 
CHARGING ’’—Barce aFTeR DiscHARGING not Leavina Dock sy Next 

AvaraBLe T1pe—Rate ror Lyne 1n Dock on Sunpay. 


A lighter finished discharging into a ship in a dock on the afternoon 
of Saturday, and the next. available tide for leaving the dock was at 
midnight. She remained until Monday. 

Held, that when the lighter stayed on in the dock after midnight of 
the Saturday she ceased to be ‘‘ bona fide engaged in discharging” and 
the rate became leviable. 


This was an appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal (Vaughan ’ 
Williams and Buckley, L.JJ., Fletcher Moulton, L.J., / rool i (re- 
ported 1908, 2 K. B. 175), which affirmed a decision of Walton, J. (re- 
ported 12 Com. Cas. 66). In this case the lighter St. 7’omas entered 
the St. Katherine’s Dock on Friday, the 24th of November, in order to 
discharge hemp into The Pladda, then dying in the dock. The dis- 
charge was completed at 5 p.m. on the . The lighter could have 
left the dock any time after 9 p.m. that night until 1.30 a.m. on the 





Sunday morning. She prefe to remain until Monday morning, and 
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was not allowed to leave the dock until she had paid £1 10s. 6d. ton- 
nage rate. The charge was made under section 152 of the London and 
St. Katherine Docks Act, 1864. The question in this case, as in the 
first, was whether the exemption applied, and the proceedings, it was 
stated, were taken to put an end to lighters and other craft unneces- 
sarily loitering in the docks. The Court of Appeal had held that the 
exemption applied. 

Lord Loresurn, C., moved that the appeal should be allowed. 

Lords AsHBOURNE, MACNAGHTEN, RoBertTson, ATKINSON, and COLLINS 
concurred. Judgment with costs entered for the appellants accord- 
ingly.—The same counsel and the same solicitors represented the re- 
spective parties as in the first appeal. 

[Reported by ERSKINE ReID, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


LONDON AND INDIA DOCKS CO. v. PAGE, 80N, & EAST. 23rd July. 


Harsovur—Docx—Rates —EXxemPTion — Licguter Entertna Dock To 
Untoap into A Surp—No Part or tois Discuarce Errectep—Re- 
MAINS ON IN Dock AND SusseQuentLy DiscHaRGes INTO ANOTHER 
SHie wHicn Entered tHe Dock Two Days Arrer THE LIGHTER. 


A lighter entered a dock for the purpose of discharging into a ship 
which was then lying in the dock. The ship was unable to receive the 
cargo for want of space. Two days later another ship entered the 
dock, and the tighter discharged her cargo into that ship and then left 
the dock. 

Held, that the lighter was not exempt from rates. 


The third appeal was from an order of the Court of Appeal (Vaughan 
Williams and Buckley, L.JJ., Fletcher Moulton, L.J., dissenting) (re- 
ported 1908, 2 K. B. 175), affirming a decision of Walton, J. (reported 
12 Com. Cas. 56). 

Lord Loresurn, C., in moving that this appeal should also be 
allowed, said: On the 23rd of November the lighter Jew entered 
the Albert Dock to discharge into the ss. Matiana, then lying in the 
dock. No part of this discharge was effected, through no fault of the 
lighter. Had she pleased, The Jew might then have quitted the 
dock on, at latest, the evening of Saturday, the 25th of November. 
In fact, she remained on till the morning of Monday, the 27th of 
November, and then received orders to discharge into 7'he Somali. 
which arrived in the dock about mid-day on that 27th of November. 
She discharged into The Somali, finshing on the 5th of December. 
After that she still remained in dock, receiving cargo from two other 
ships, and only quitted the dock on the 20th of December, but nothing 
seems to turn on that. In these circumstances the dock company 
demanded a rate of 6d. per ton, which they explained to be a charge 
‘*for entering the Royal Albert Dock, and for lying therein earlier 
than one tide before the arrival of Zhe Somali, into which vessel 
her freight was discharged.’’ The lighter claimed exemption under 
section 136 of the London and St. Katherine Docks Act, 1864. It was 
unnecessary to say more in regard to that section, the construction of 
which was involved in McDougall and Bonthron’s case. Tf the view 
he ventured to express in that case was well founded it follows that 
the rate upon 7he Jew was properly demanded. When she entered 
on the 23rd of November she did so with the purpose of discharging 
into The Matiana, and so complied with the condition without which 
she could have no exemption. But she did not discharge into 7'he 
Matiana, and accordingly there was no point or space of time 
during which she was exempt from any rate. Several reasons went to 
shew that her business dealing with 7’he Somali did not exempt her. 
She did not enter in order to discharge into 7'he Somali. The 
Somali was not in dock when Tie Jew entered it. And, quite 
apart from those reasons, the rate claimed was due before The Somali 
entered the dock at all. At that time Vhe Jew had already 
been four days in dock without any protection from the rate. j 

The other noble and learned Lords concurred. Judgment with costs 
was accordingly entered for the appellants.—The same counsel and 
solicitors appeared in this case as in the two other appeals. 

[Reported by ERSKINE REID, Barri ter at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 
KENT v. FITTALL. No. 1. 22nd July. 


Erection Law—ReEGIsTRATION—DWELLING-HOUSE QUALIFICATION—IN- 
HABITANT OccurreER OR LopGER—LANDLORD ResipeNt In Hovusr— 
Evipence or Repute to Resur OssecrroN—REPRESENTATION OF THE 
Propite Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict. c. 102), s. 3—PARLIAMENTARY AND 
Monicipat RecistRation Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 26), s. 5; s. 28, 
SUB-SECTION 10. 


Under section 28, sub-section 10, clause 3, of the Parliamentary and 
Municipal Registration Act, 1878, evidence of repute may, in the cir- 
cumstances there mentioned, be received by a revising barrister in 
support of an objection to the name of a person being retained on a list 
of voters, but not for the purpose of defeating the objection. 

A revising barrister having admitted evidence of repute against an 
objection to the names of a large number of persons being retained on 
the occupiers’ list of voters for a borough, and having allowed the 
names to stand, the Court, upon a case stated, remitted the matter to 
the, revising barrister to continue the revision in respect of the names 
objected to, notwithstanding that the time fixed for the revision had 
expired. 

ecision of the Divisional Court (ante, p. 534) reversed. 


Appeal from the decision of a Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, 











C.J., and Darling and Sutton, JJ.) upon a case stated by the revising 
barrister for the borough of Devonport (reported ante, p. 534). The 
facts stated in the case were shortly as follows : Due notice of objection 
had beer given by one Kent to each of the 1,559 persons whose names 
were scheduled to the case to his name being retained on Division 1 
of the occupiers’ list of voters, the ground of objection being that he 
had not occupied as owner or tenant the premises named in the list 
for the qualifying period. Paragraph 3 of the case stated that the 
barrister found as facts in the case of each of such persons (1) that 
the house, part of which was alleged to be separately occupied by such 
person as a dwelling, was itself an ordinary dwelling-house ; (2) that 
the landlord to whom such person paid rent also resided in the house; 
and (3) that the landlord was rated and paid rates for the whole house 
as a separate tenement. The objector submitted that in proving the 
above three facts he had given prim4é facie proof of the ground of 
objection within the meaning of section 28, sub-section 10, of the Par- 
liamentary and Municipal Registration Act, 1878, and that, in the 
absence of proof by or on behalf of the person objected to that he 
was entitled to have his name inserted in the list, the revising barrister 
ought to expunge it. Paragraph 5 of the case stated that the revising 
barrister held that, although proof of the said three facts might be 
prima facie evidence of the ground of objection under circumstances 
where legal evidence only could be accepted, the primd facie proof 
dealt with in sub-section 10 was to be proof to his satisfaction that 
there was reasonable ground for believing that the objection was well 
founded. He had made previous inquiry of various persons in a 
position to give reliable information, including his predecessor as 
revising barrister in the borough. As the result of such previous in- 
quiry, and of oral evidence given before him by the overseers and their 
canvassers, he found the following facts : That in Devonport, in the 
case of houses of the character described in paragraph 3 of the case, 
the common practice of letting was as follows: The landlord let out 
his house, other than the part occupied by himself, in dwellings of 
from one to four or more rooms. Each of such dwellings was used 
by the tenant as a separate dwelling for all purposes of living, and was 
occupied as a dwelling-house by him. Such use of the passages and 
staircase was let to him as was necessary or convenient for access to 
and enjoyment of his dwelling. The use of the w.c., and in some cases 
of a washhouse, was also let to him in common with other tenants, 
Each tenant had the exclusive use, occupation, and enjoyment of his 
dwelling, and the landlord had not, either by agreement or otherwise, 
nor did he in fact claim, or in fact exercise, any control over the 
tenant in his user of his said dwelling. The tenant had a key which 
enabled him at any hour of the day or night to gain access to the interior 
of the house, from which he had free access to his dwelling, and the 
landlord did not reserve to himself any right to fasten the front door, 
nor did he in fact do so. The landlord in many cases owned two or 
more such houses, each of which he let out under conditions similar 
to those above set fcrth, he himself residing in one of them, in a room 
or rooms, his use thereof being identical with the use by his tenants 
of their dwellings. He did not reserve to himself or exercise any 
right of general control over the house. He contracted to keep the 
house and dwellings in repair. No services were rendered to the tenant 
by the landlord, the cleansing of the passages, &c., being shared by 
those using them. By reason of the above practice of letting in Devon- 
port, proof of the three facts set out in paragraph 3 did not satisfy 
him (the revising barrister) that there was reasonable ground for 
believing that the objection was well founded, such facts being at least 
equally consistent with the objection a ill-founded. He therefore 
held that primd facie proof of the ground of objection had not been 
given by the objector, and he accordingly retained the names on the 
list. The Divisional Court having dismissed the appeal, the objector 
appealed. During the hearing of the appeal the Court sent for the 
revising barrister, and in answer to questions put to him, he said 
that he was satisfied of some of the facts stated in paragraph 5 of the 
case by the evidence of the overseers coupled with repute. 

Tue Court (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, FLETCHER MovuLton, and BucKLey, 
L.JJ.) said that, in their opinion, section 28, sub-section 10, clause 3, of 
the Parliamentary and Municipal Registration Act, 1878, only 
authorized evidence of repute to be given in aid of an objection in 
the events there specified, and not for the purpose of defeating an 
objection. That being so, the revising barrister had wrongly admitted 
evidence of repute to defeat the objections here, and the case must go 
back to him to continue the revision as to the 1,559 scheduled names, as 
he had not adjudicated upon the objections according to law. The 
court had inherent power to send the matter back to the revising bar- 
rister.—CounseEL, J. A. Foote, K.C., and F. F. Daldy; Danckwerts, 
K.C., and G. W. Ricketts. Soricrrors, Ayrton, Biscoe, & Barclay; 
/ Cunliffes & Davenport, for R. J. Fittall, Devonport. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
SIR W. C. LENG & CO. (‘‘ Sheffield Telegraph’’) (LIM.) v. ANDREWS. 
Eve, J. 27th July. 

RESTRAINT OF TRADE—REPORTER TO NEWSPAPER—RESTRICTED AREA— 
——— Time—V ALIpiITyY—REASONABLENESS—PvuBLIC PoLicy— 

NFANCY. 


A junior reporter, under the age of twenty-one, on joining the staff 
of the plaintiffs’ newspaper agreed that he would not, after leaving the 
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plaintiffs’ service, be connected with any newspaper business carried on 
in the same town or within a radius of twenty miles thereof. 

Held, that the agreement was reasonably necessary for the protection 
of the plaintiffs, and was therefore good. 

Held, also, that the restriction being not unreasonable in the case of 
an adult was not unreasonable in the case of an infant. 


This was an action for an injunction to restrain the defendant from 
being connected with any newspaper business carried on in Sheffield 
or within a radius of twenty miles from the Town Hall. The plaintiffs 
were the proprietors of the Sheffield Telegraph. In July, 1905, the 
defendant joined the staff of the plaintiffs’ paper as a junior reporter 
at a salary of £2 a week, and he signed an agreement whereby he 
agreed that he would not after leaving the plaintiffs’ service, either on 
his own account or in co-partnership with any other person, be con- 
nected as proprietor, employee, or otherwise with any newspaper 
business carried on in Sheffield .or within a radius of twenty miles of 
the Town Hall. The defendant remained in the plaintiffs’ service 
until October, 1907, when he gave notice to leave and his engagement 
was duly terminated. In March, 1908, he became a reporter on the 
Sheffield Independent. This, the plaintiffs alleged, was a breach of the 
agreement, from which they had suffered damage. The defendant 
contended that the restriction was void as being an unreasonable 
restraint on the defendant’s trade, and also on the ground that, the 
defendant being an infant, it was not for his benefit. Evidence was 
given that from the position which the defendant occupied he would 
be able to give valuable information to the rival newspaper as to 
sources of exclusive information and other secrets of the plaintiffs’ 
paper. On the other hand, the evidence showed that the restriction 
was not only unusual, but unique. The principal cases cited were 
Badische Anilin, &c. v. Schott (1892, 3 Ch. 447), Haynes v. Doman 
(1899, 2 Ch. 13), and Underwood v. Barker (1899, 1 Ch. 300). 


Eve, J., said : The plaintiffs were proprietors of the Sheffield Daily 
Telegraph, and there was keen rivalry between that paper and the 
Shefield Independent. The plaintiffs, therefore, in order to protect 
themselves made it a rule to require the members of the staff to enter 
into an agreement similar to the one entered into by the defendant. 
There is no suggestion that any advantage was taken of the defendant, 
or that he did not understand the agreement. It was an agreement to 
engage the defendant as junior reporter at a salary of £2 a week, 
with a month’s notice on either side, and it contained the restrictive 
clause in question. Now, I construe that clause as having reference 
to the plaintiffs’ business and to similar newspaper businesses, and the 
question I have to decide is whether the clause is reasonably required 
for the protection of the plaintiffs. On the evidence it is clear that 
the clause is unusual, and that junior reporters are engaged without 
any such restriction. But that does not conclude the matter. Here 
there are rival newspapers, and the plaintiffs say that it is necessary 
for their own protection to prevent certain matters becoming known 
to the other paper. Is that unreasonable? If the defendant by 
means of his position as a reporter gets information which he would not 
otherwise have obtained, he would not be justified in imparting it to 
a rival newspaper. Though he was only a junior reporter, it must 
be borne in mind that he was at times in a position of great responsi- 
bility. Further, these newspapers have an internal organisation by 
which they obtain the services of every member of the staff. It is 
said in answer to that that all the world knows about the organisation. 
But it is one thing to know from the outside and another to know from 
the inside. It is impossible, therefore, to hold that it is unreasonable 
to prevent the defendant from imparting information acquired in the 
plaintiffs’ service to the next-door rival, nor do I think the radius is 
unreasonable, and I should be departing from the rules laid down by 
Chitty, J., and the Court of Appeal if I were to hold that the clause 
was unreasonable. Then it was said that the clause was not binding 
because the defendant was an infant when he signed the agreement, 
and the agreement was not for his berefit. The two questions over- 
lap and to some extent raise the same point, and holding as I do 
that the clause is not unreasonable in the case of an adult, I do not 
think I ought to hold that it is unreasonable in the case of an infant. 
The plaintiffs, therefore, are entitled to an injunction with costs.— 
Counset, P. O. Lawrence and Harman; Lord Robert Cecil, K.C., 
ara and G. H. Leach. Sotscrrors, Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co., for 
Shomeat & Son, Sheffield ; Telfer, Leviansky, & Co., for Clegg & Sons, 

[Reported by 8S. BE, Wrtt1ams, Barrister at-Law.] 


NORTHERN PRESS AND ENGINEERING CO. v. SHEPHERD. 
Eve, J. 29th July. 


Fixturres—Trapve Frixrures—Prixtinc MacHiIne—Morrcace oF 
Leask—Hire-PURCHASE AGREEMENT—ENTRY OF MORTGAGEE INTO 
PossEssIon. 


A machine which is kept in position by its own weight, and does not 
require fixing, is not a fixture, even though it is attached to and driven 


by fixed mechanism, and though its removal would cause some damage 
to the building. 


This was an action for a declaration that a rotary printing machine 
comprised in an agreement of the 10th of August, 1904, was the 
property of the plaintiffs and was not comprised in a mortgage to the 
defendant, and for an injunction to restrain the defendant from 
semoving or dealing with the same. The plaintiffs were assignees of a 
patent for improvements in rotary web printing and folding machines, 


and had the sole right of rene ag | and granting licences for the 
use of such machines. Alexander & Shepheard (Limited) were the 
owners of leasehold premises subject to a mortgage to the defendant, 
which did not expressly assign fixtures, machinery, or chattels, By a 
hire-purchase agreement of the 10th of August, 1904, the plaintiffs 
agreed to let one of their machines to Alexander & Shepheard (Limited) 
for use at their works on the said leasehold premises. The machine 
was fastened by bolts to a cast iron bed plate which belonged to the 
laintiffs, and which was supplied with the machine. The machine and 

d plate, which weighed about fifteen tons, were kept in position by 
their own weight and, as the plaintiffs alleged, required no fixing. The 
bed plate rested on dwarf brick walls the tops of which were a few 
inches lower than the floor. The plaintiffs alleged that the entire 
machine could be lifted yey | and taken away without in any way 
disturbing the fabric of the building. The defendant, who was in 
possession of the premises as mortgagee, contended that the machine 
was a fixture, and as such was comprised in his security. 


Ever, .J., said : Alexander & Shepheard (Limited) were the owners of 
certain leasehold premises upon which they carried on the business of 
printers and publishers, and these premises they mortgaged to the 
defendant. They subsequently entered into an agreement with the 
plaintiffs for the hire-purchase of the machine in dispute. The effect 
of that agreement was that, if the instalments were duly paid, the 
machine would become the wrepene of Alexander & Shepheard 
(Limited), and until they were all paid the property in the machine 
remained in the plaintiffs. Unfortunately the instalments were not all 
paid, and the detendant as mortgagee took possession of the premises. 
The plaintiffs thereupon claimed the machine on the ground that it was 
a chattel and not attached to the freehold. The defendant did not 
accept that position, and asserted that the machine was a fixture. The 
question, therefore, was whether the machine was a fixture or a chattel. 
It was said that it was a fixture because it was a composite machine, 
and the agreement comprised the fixed driving mechanism as well as 
the patented machine, and the driving apparatus was admittedly 
affixed to the freehold. But I think I should be introducing a 
dangerous principle if I were to hold that because a machine is worked 
by fixed mechanism therefore the machine is a fixture. I must have 
regard to the nature of the machine. It is complete in itself for the 
purpose for which it was designed, and I cannot hold that any part 
of the driving mechanism is part of the machine itself. Then it is 
said that there are direct and indirect attachments. But it is estab- 
lished by the evidence that not one of the direct attachments reall 
operates to assist the machine in discharging its functions or is 
necessary for its stability. With regard to the indirect attachment 
to the motive power, if I were to hold that that constituted a fixture, 
then every motive power would be a connection which would change 
a chattel into a fixture. I should be. giving too much importance to 
the connecting link if I were to hold that it altered the character of 
the machine. I hold, therefore, that the machine is a chattel and 
belongs to the plaintiffs —CounseL, Walter, K.C., and Greenwood; 
Stewart Smith, K.C., and Whinney. Soxscrrors, Minet & Co., for 
Scott, Newcastle-on-Tyne; Stones, Morris & Stone. 


[Reported by S. E, Wictrames, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
GOLD v. GOLD. Gorell Barnes, P. 20th and 27th July. 


Divorce—Morion sy Responpent ror Decree Nist To Be MApE 
AsBsoLutr—NercessaRy Costs—PRactice. 


Where a respondent husband asks that a wife shall elect to have a 
decree nisi made absolute or have her petition dismissed, the decree 
nisi may be made absolute on the husband providing the necessary 
costs. 


Motion by a respondent husband that the petitioner should forthwith 
apply that a decree nisi should be made absolute or that her petition 
should be dismissed for want of prosecution. It sree that on the 
18th of November, 1907, Amelia Gold, née Coller, obtained a decree nisi 
from her husband, Isaac H Gold, on the ground of his cruelty 
and adultery. On behalf of the respondent it was submitted that the 
petitioner must elect what course she would adopt. According to the 
petitioner, the whole difficulty had arisen owing to the respondent’s 
neglecting to comply with an order for alimony until imprisonment 
had been resorted to. If he furnished the necessary costs the petitioner 
would immediately apply to make her decree nisi absolute. The 
respondent intimated his assent to this suggestion. . 


July 20.—Gorett Barnes, P., said that as counse} for the respondent 
had expressed his client’s willingness to provide the necessary funds, 
he (his lordship) would adjourn the matter for a week in order that 
the decree nisi should then be made absolute. On 


July 27.—Goremt Barnes, P., made the decree nisi absolute.— 
Counsgt, Les Bas; Grazebrook. Souicrrons, N. H. Aaron; Kingsford, 
Dorman & Co. 





[Rp rted by Diepy Ccores-Prexpy, Barrisier-at-Law.] 
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In the Goods of FANNY DEBORAH MEYER, DECEASED. 
Gorell Barnes, P. 27th July. 

Prosate—Wnronc Copicu, Sicnep—Rervsat To Rectiry—PRracrice. 

A testatriz in error signed her sister's codicil instead of her own. 

The Court refused to admit the document to probate by striking 
out the name of the sister. 

Motion to admit a will and codicil to probate. From counsel’s state- 
ment it appeared that on the 18th of March, 1904, the testatrix and her 
sister, Miss Emilie Meyer, who resided together at Tunbridge Wells, 
and were both over eighty years of age, made cross wills in each 
other’s favour in identical terms. On the 4th of March, 1907, their 
solicitor received instructions to prepare codicils in identical terms to 
each will. The solicitor, accompanied by his clerk and nephew, attended 
at the house of the ladies on the 6th of March. In the library he fread 
over and explained the two codicils to the ladies, and, having done so, 
left the room to fetch the two attesting witnesses, who were waiting 
in the drawing-room. On his return the two ladies duly attested the 
two codicils, which were immediately placed in envelopes with the 
wills. The testatrix, Miss Fanny Meyer, died on the 11th of February, 
1908, and it was then discovered upon opening her envelope that she 
had signed her sister’s codicil, and that Miss Emilie Meyer had signed 
hers. Counsel said it was clear that after the solicitor had left the 
library the ladies had exchanged documents in order to satisfy them- 
selves that the terms were identical, and had not noticed they had 
signed the wrong codicils. [Gorett Barnes, P.—The testatrix never 
intended to sign this document at all. How can it stand?] It was 
manifest that the testatrix intended to leave identical bequests, and 
it would be extremely hard if her intentions were to be defeated. She 
had signed in error, and that could be rectified by the Court, as her 
intentions were clear. It was further submitted that there was no 
particular virtue in the actual piece of paper which the testatrix had 
py = the material fact was her intention. The omission of the word 


milie,’’ as prayed, would make the document valid. It was admitted ! 


that there was no authority in support of the contention. 

Gore, Barnes, P., said that it was very unfortunate that such a 
blunder should have occurred. I1t was quite clear that the testatrix 
never intended to sign the codicil propounded, and she certainly did 
not know and approve of its contents. If the Court were to admit to 
probate a document signed in such circumstances all sorts of difficulties 
would arise. The will would go to probate in the usual way, but the 
codicil must be rejected, though perhaps Miss Emilie Meyer might well 
think fit to carry out the wishes of her sister. The motion to admit 


the codicil to probate must accordingly be refused.—CounseL, Barnard, | 


K.C., and Bayford. Soticitors, Collyer, Bristow, & Co., for Stone, 
Simpson, & Co, 
[Reported by Diesy Corzs-Parepy, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Criminal Appeal. 


BR. v. BUTCHER. Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Darling and Channell, JJ. 
10th July. 


Criminat Law—Sate or Goops to wHicu Fatse Trapr Description 
Appriep—PurcHaseR Not Mistep—MercHAnpise Marks Act, 
1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 28), ss. 2 (2), 3 (1), 18—Exemprion In Case oF 
Trape DescripTion APPLIED IN 1887 To Goons or A PARTICULAR CLASS 
To InpicaTe THE PARTICULAR CuAss. 


British made cigars, composed in part of Havana tobacco, sold in 
boxes with Spanish names and pictures upon them similar to those con- 
taining cigars made and grown in Cuba, are not sold under a trade 
description lawfully and: generally applied in 1887 to goods of a parti- 
cular class to indicate the particular class, within the meaning of section 
18 of the Merchandise Marks Act, 1887, although such British cigars 
were sold in 1887 in boxes with a similar but not the same “‘ get up.”’ 


This was an appeal by the defendant from a conviction under section 2 | 


(2) of the Merchandise Marks Act, 1887, for selling two boxes of cigars 
to which a false description was applied. It appeared from 
the evidence that the defendant had sold two boxes of cigars that were 


British made, but partly composed of Havana tobacco. The “‘ get up” , 


of the boxes was similar to that on the boxes of cigars made and grown 
in Cuba. The cigars were named La Creanzo and Alligato, and there 
were Spanish names upon the boxes, such as ‘‘ Flor de Creanzo,”’ 
**Creanzo y Cia, Gran Fabrica de Tabacos.’’ There was also the 
icture of a Spanish lady and of sundry medals depicted upon the 

xes. Evidence was given that in and before the year 1887 British 
made cigars were sold in boxes with a similar but not exactly the same 
‘‘get up.”’ The ‘‘ get up’’ was made in Germany, and supplied simul- 
taneously to Cuba and England. The only English letters on the 
boxes were on a small label containing certain initials and the words 
““& Co.”” The jury.convicted the defendant, who appealed. By 
section 2 (2) of the Merchandise Marks’ Act, 1887 :—‘‘ Every person 
who sells . . any goods or things to which any . false 
trade description is applied shall, unless he proves—(a) That 
having taken all reasonable precautions against committing an offence 
against this Act, he had at the time of the commission of the alleged 
offence no reason to suspect the genuineness of the . . . trade 
description ; and (+b) That on demand made by or on behalf of the 
prosecutor he gave all the information in his power with respect to the 
persons from whom he obtained such goods or things; or (c) That other- 
wise he had acted innocently ; be guilty of an offence against this Act. 


By section 3 (1) :—‘‘The expression ‘trade description’ means any 
description, statement, or other indication, direct or indirect. : 
(6) As to the place or country in which any goods were made or pro- 
duced, or (c) as to the mode of manufacturing or producing any goods, 
or (d) as to the material of which any goods are composed . . . and 
the use of any figure, word, or mark, which, according to the custom of 
the trade, is commonly taken to be an indication of any of the above 
matters, shall be deemed to be a trade description within the meaning 
of this Act. The expression ‘false trade description’ means a trade 
description which is false in a material respect as regards the goods to 
which it is applied, and includes every alteration of a trade description, 
whether by way of addition, effacement, or otherwise, where that 
alteration makes the description false in a material respect. ee 
By section 18 :—‘‘ Where at the passing of this Act a trade description 
is lawfully and generally applied to goods of a particular class or manu- 
factured by a particular method, to indicate the particular class or 
method of manufacture of such goods, the provisions of this Act with 
respect to false trade descriptions shall not apply to such trade descrip- 
tion when so applied; provided that where such trade description 
includes the name of a place or country, and is calculated to mislead as 
to the place or country where the goods to which it is applied were 
actually made or produced, and the goods are not actually made or 
produced in that place or country, this section shall not apply, unless 
there is added to the trade description, immediately before or after the 
name of that place or country, in an equally conspicuous manner, with 
that name, the name of the place or country in which the goods were 
actually made or produced, with a statement that they were made or 
produced there.’’ 

Lord Atverstone, €.J.—In our opinion this case is too clear for 
argument. The indictment is framed under section 2 (2) of the 
Merchandise Marks Act, 1887, charging the defendant with selling 








goods to which a false trade description has been applied. It is not 
seriously suggested that there was not evidence that the trade descrip- 
; tion was false. By section 3 (1) of the Act ‘‘ false trade description” 
means a trade description which is false in a material respect as 
regards the goods to which it is applied. The defendant could have 
proved under section 2 (2) of the Act that he had taken all reasonable 
precautions against committing an offence, and had no reason to suspect 
the genuineness of the trade description, and had given information as 
to where he had obtained the goods, or had acted innocently. For a 


reason given, which to our mind is inadequate, that he had pleaded 


guilty to a somewhat similar offence before, the defendant did not take 
that course. It is said that the learned judge should have directed the 
jury that they must be satisfied that the purchaser or someone must 
have been misled by the false trade description. That is not my view. 
I have always understood that the offence consisted in putting on the 
market the goods to which the false trade description is applied or in 
the selling of them. But the main point taken was that the learned 
judge had misdirected the jury on the construction of section 18 of this 
Act, and the defendant contended that he had a good defence undér 
that section. In effect, the learned judge told the jury -that 
section 18 was intended to protect a particular trade description which 
was like a trade-mark attached to a particular class of goods. And in 
our opinion section 18 is intended to protect a particular class of goods 
the name of which though a false trade description has acquired 
a secondary meaning, as in the case of a Brussels carpet or in the case 
of isinglass, which was dealt with in the case of Gridley v. Swinborne 
(5 T. L. R. 71). In our opinion there was no misdirection, 
and the appeal fails.—CounseL, Avory, K.C., and Bodkin; Hume 
Williams, K.C., and St. John Morrow.—Sontcrrors, McKenna & Co.; 
G. Urquhart Fisher. 


{Reported by C. G. MORAN, Barrister-at-Law.) 











New Orders, &c. 


(1908) Short Cause Rules, 


ON THE ADMIRALTY SIDE OF THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION, 


1. The parties to any cause in the Admiralty Division may have the same 
dealt with, heard, and determined in accordance with these special Rules, 
termed ‘‘ (1908) Short Cause Rules,” upon filing in the Admiralty Registry 
(or if the cause is proceeding in a District Registry, then in that Registry) s 
consent signed by the parties or their solicitors duly authorised in that 
behalf, in the form given below. 

2. After such consent has been filed application may be made by any party 
to the Judge in Chambers to appoint a day for the hearing, and to give 
directions, 

3. There shall be no pleadings beyond the claim endorsed on the writ, but 
if there be a counterclaim notice thereof shall be given in writing before such 
consent as aforesaid is signed. : , 

4. Lists of documents shall be exchanged and mutual inspection of 
documents given at or before a time appointed by the Judge on the hearing 
of the application aforesaid. ; 

5. At the hearing of the application aforesaid, unless it shall sufficiently 
appear from the writ or otherwise in writing, the plaintiff shall the 
cause or causes of action in mespect of which the action is brought, and if 
practicable the amount actually claimed, and the defendant shall specify the 

unds of defence on which he relies, and in salvage claims the plain and 
Sefendant respectively shall at the same time, or within such time as the 
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Judge shall direct, state the values of their property and, if required, by 
affidavit. In the case of a counterclaim the cause or causes of action and the 
claim therein, and the grounds of defence thereto, shall be similarly stated. 

6. The Judge shall be at liberty to receive, call for, and act upon, such 
evidence, documentary or otherwise, whether legally admissible or not, as he 
may think fit. 

7. If in any cause the sum awarded, or for which j 
exceeds the sum, if any, tendered, the Judge may neverth 
discretion as to how and by whom the costs shall be borne. 

8. There shall be no appeal from any order or judgment of the Judge 
except on a question of law, and then only by his leave. 

9. In other respects the ordinary rules and practice shall apply so far as 
may be necessary. Notwithstanding anything in these special Rules the 
Judge may, if he thinks fit, make such orders as he might make under the 
ordinary rules and practice. 


FORM OF CONSENT TO THE APPLICATION OF THE (1908) 
SHORT CAUSE RULES ON THE ADMIRALTY SIDE OF THE 
PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION. 


IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION. 
(Apmrratry.) 


t is given, 
exercise bis 


BgtweEN Plaintiff 
Defendant. 
The ‘ R 4 


We the undersigned respectively hereby agree that this cause shall be 
dealt with, heard, and determined, according to the (1908) Short Cause 


Rules. 
Dated the 


and 


day of 190 
Plaintiffs 
+Solicitor, 


Defendants 
tSolicitor. 
(Nors.—As the above-mentioned Rules depart from the ordinary rules ad 
practice it will be necessary for Solicitors signing this consent to obtain their 
clients’ authority to do so.) 
28th July, 1908. 








J. Gorrtt Bargnss, P. 


Land Transfer Act, 1875, and Land Transfer 
Act, 1897. 


Notice is hereby given, pursuant to the Rules Publication Act, that draft 
Rules have been prepared under the above mentioned Acts. 

Copies may be obtained on application to the Registrar, Land Registry, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, “‘W.C. : 

Lord Chancellor’s Office, August 4, 1908. 








Societies. 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the Board of Directors of this Association was 
held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 5th inst., Mr. Walter 
Dowson in the chair ; the other directors present being Messrs. C. Goddard, 
J. R. B. Gregory, J. F. N. Lawrence, C. G. May, R. Pennington, and J. T. 
Scott (secretary), A sum of £1,229 was distributed in grants of relief, 
fifteen new members were elected, and other general business was transacted. 








Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Samvet Tuomas Bices and Cuarizs Rows Sawyer, solicitors (Biggs- 
Roche, Sawyer, & Co.), 24, Lincoln'’s-inn-fields, London. Aug. 1. “The 
said Samuel Thomas Biggs and Charles Rowe Sawyer will carry on business 
separately at 24, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 


Rosert Hoar, Francis Roserr Howierr, Ricnarp Turner Tatnam, and 
WuuiaM Hixerston Wuirxuean, solicitors (Hoar, Howlett, & Tatham), 
Maidstone. July 31. 


Ernest Joun Waurrs and Frepgrick Exxesr Ocsvry, solicitors (White & 
Ogburn), Bath. July 31. (Gazette, Aug. 4. 
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General. 


Mr. Walter Schroder opened two inquests at Hampstead on Satur- 
day, the Ist inst., concerning the deaths of two unknown persons 
whose bodies were found on Hampstead-heath during the past week. 
The first case was that of a res bly dressed woman who was found 
by a homeless wanderer named Edward Morgan lying under a tree 





* If filed in a District Registry insert place of the Registry, 


near to the Sandy Drive. By her side was a bottle which contained 
some fluid, which was afterwards ed to be oxalic acid. The 
Coroner said he thought that this case should be adjourned. .Several 
of the jury demurred, and said that they were going on their holidays. 
Several said they were going to various seaside resorts, and one gentle- 
man said he was bound for the Canary Islands. The Coroner reminded 
the jury of their duties as citizens. ‘The woman's relatives might 
turn up, and any hasty verdict would in his opinion be highly im- 
proper. “TI am, as far as the holidays are concerned, willing to meet 
you on every point,” added the Coroner, “ but I think in the interests 
of public justice this case must be adjourned.” Eventually it was 
decided to adjourn the case until September 17. 


The annual report of the progress of the Ordnance Survey to 
March 31 last has been issued as a Parliamentary Paper. OF the 
cadastral survey on the 1-2500 scale the field work of the first general 
revision of the original plans has been completed, and with the excep- 
tion of about 100 square miles in the counties of Cornwall and Pem- 
broke, the revised po have now been published. The field work of 
the second general revision is now an. pnaentee in Yorkshire, Lanca- 
shire, Cheshire, Hampshire, and Sussex. the 6in. scale maps the 
first general revision is now complete, and 1,081 square miles of the 
posi revision have been published. Last year 7,997 square miles 
of the lin. scale maps were revised and drawn, and 7,949 square miles 
were engraved. An edition of the map on the scale of two miles to an 
inch is now being prepared on the Layer system in the larger sheets, 
and nine sheets in the East of England have already been issued, while 
another eight or nine sheets in the South of England will follow in 
the course of another month. Surveys have been extended and revisions 
made at the expense of the local authorities in the cases of a number 
of provincial towns. Similar work at Rochdale is now in progress, 


On Saturday, the Ist inst., the al Assent was given by commis- 
sion to the following Acts:—Appropriation Act, Finance Act, Patents 
and Designs Act, Fatal Accidents area No. 2) Act, Police (Super- 
annuation) Act, Public Health (Markets in Rural Districts) Act, Post 
Office Savings Bank Act, Tobacco Growing (Scotland) Act, Wild Birds’ 
Protection Act, Companies Act, Polling Districts (County Councils) Act, 
Polling Arrangements (Parliamentary Boroughs) Act, Cran Measures 
Act, Evicted Tenants (Ireland) Act, Agricultural Holdings Act, Public 
Works Loans Act, Summary Jurisdiction (Ireland) Act, Small Holdings 
and Allotments Act, Bee Pest (Ireland) Act, Naval Marriages Act, 
Expiring Laws Continuance Act, Old-Age Pensions Act, Isle of Man 
(Customs Duties) Act, Seed Potatoes and Seed Oats Su ply (Ireland) 
Act, Naval Lands (Volunteers) Act, Whale Fisheries i reland) Act, 
Cost in Criminal Cases Act, Married Women’s Property Act, Poll 
Districts and Registration of Voters wong Anes : University o 
Durham Act, Grand Jury (Ireland) Act, 1836, Amendment Act, 
Registration Act, Coroners (Ireland) Act, Friendly Societies Act, 
Endowed Schools (Masters) Act, Irish Universities Act, Telegraph 
(Construction) Act, Postal Office Sites (Extension) Act ; and 121 private 
Acts and Provisional Order Confirmation Acts. 


Mr. Thomas Burt, M.P., in his circular to the Northumberland 
miners yefers to compulsory arbitration in Australia and New Zealand, 
and says the assumption that the experience has been conclusively 
favourable is far from being true. The employers are largely oppo 
to the Wages Board system and the workers are divided in opinion. 
The Acts have not even stopped strikes, which have been exception- 
ally frequent in New Zealan ousing the last four or five years. The 
Prime Minister and the leader of the Opposition in the New Zealand 
Parliament have recently publicly admitted the breakdown of the 
Arbitration Act, and there are suggestions for fresh legislation of a 
very drastic character. Both in Victoria and New Zealand efforts have 
been made for some years past to establish by law a minimum e. 
There is some evidence to show that the Acts have checked sweating 
in a few trades. One serious drawback to the minimum wage, how- 
ever, is that in practice the minimum is often interpreted, and in- 
tended to be interpreted, as a standard rate for the trade concerned. 
In other words, the minimum is apt to become the maximum wage. 
It is alleged, too, that the Act as regards the minimum wage is widely 
evaded. Be that as it may, it is ed beyond doubt that, by sheer 
force of circumstances, the stringency of the law has been greatly 
relaxed. 

At the meeting of the Peace Con , on the Ist inst., M. Dumas 
(France), on behalf of the Commission on International Law, moved 
a resolution congratulating the second Hague Conference on having 
in some measure restri the —_ capture at sea by ps | 
from seizure boats which are exclusively used for coast fishery an 
local navigation, and expressing the hope that in the near future private 
property would be ared as absolutely free from captures on sea 
as it is on land, and that as a coun’ of this reform a 
agreement for the reduction of armaments would be adopted. m A 
oscheles protested against the ion of the resolution as be 

an attempt to regulate warfare, Mr, R. C, Hawkin said that the 
Chancellor's letter to the Times on this subject. some years ago placed 
him in favour of the reform. He believed that he Sorland repre- 
sented the view of the great body of legal in England that the 
reform was one by which England would by no means suffer. M. 
Heilburg (Belgium) said that the first and indispensable step to the limita- 
tion of armaments was to do away with the necessity of protecting 
merchant ships at sea. Mr. M 
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survived. It was also keeping the navies of the world great. The 
only excuse for a great navy was that it was a sort of insurance policy 
upon the merchant marine. If, instead of that policy, they could get 
an assurance of an international decree that the merchant marine on 
all the seas would be safe they at one stroke got rid of half the necessity 
for a great navy. Mr. H. 8. Pirrio and Dr. Clark supported the 
motion, which was adopted. 





The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 


Reverstons, Lire Pottcres, AND ANNO.TY, 


Meesrs. H. E, Fos:ee & Cranristp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No, 864) of the 
above-named interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse yard, E.C., on : hursday last, when 
the following Lots were sold at the prices na ned, the total amount realised being 


REVERSIONARY ANNUITY of £250, alao REVERSION to £3,000 S.ld £480 


POLICY OF ASSURANCE for £6,000... »» 4,400 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION to £2,500 va. ee ae. ae sale _- ap 
POLICY OF ASSURANCE for 21,098 __.... oa can ois on ~ 605 
POLICY OF ASSURANCE for £750 an ee, Ve BR eS. ee 425 
POLICY OF ASSURANCE for 1,000) ...00 .cce eee 370 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION toabout £400... 0.00 kee eee 65 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—Faivay, July 31. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 

Liwitep In CHANCERY. 


Basis Bator, anp Tite Co, Limrrep —Creditors are requirad, on or bsfore Aug $1, to 
seud their names and addresses, and the parciculars of their debts or claims, to 
Richard Charies Lindop, 41, Grove rd, Fenton, Day, Stoke on Trent, solor t 
liquid stor 

Orry Faauers’ Insveawcer Oo, Ltutrep—Creiitors are required, on or before Aug 15, to 
send in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Edward Peasgood, Stamford, liquidator 

Freuiraam’s Basx, Limitzp—Petn for winding up, presented July 30, directed to be 

‘d vefore Eve, J.,on Aug 12. Osborn & Osborn, Coteman st, solors for official 
receiver, Nutice of appearing must reach the above-named no: la:e than 6 o’clock 
in tne afternoon of Aug 11 


Joun Best, Liarrep—Creditors are required forthwith to send their names and 
addresses, and th» particaiars of their debts or ciaims, to Albert Carl Hansen, 80, 
Woodland gdns, Muswell Hull, Owen & Bailey, Huddersfield, solors for liquidator 


New Lraz Co, Limrrzp—Oreditors are required, on or before Aug 31, t> send in their 
Dames and addresses, with particulars of their devts or claims, to Marmaduke 
Cameron Rogers, Hyde, Ohester, liquidator 

P. H, Atum & Sons, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 1, to send 

names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, wo W. Rowe 
Elworchy, 7, Downing st, Camoridge, liquidator 

Rovar Sarrrine Oo, Limrrep—Creditors are required forthwith to send their names 
and & ldresses, and ths particulars of their debis or claims, to Hamilton Fraser 
& Co, 5, Chapai st, Liverpool, Dunderdale, Manchester, solor to liquidator 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Aug. 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luatrep rn Caanorey. 


Agravs Jore & Oo, Lim«rep (1x Votusrary Liquipatiom)—Cceditora ars required, 
on or before Aug 25, to se d their names aad auuresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Charles Lionel Gilling, 7, Ashford rd, East Ham, Hulbert & Co, 
Broad st bidgs, solors to the liquidator 

Croxrpor Crr1zeN Press, Lamrrsp—Credjitors are required, on or before Ang 17, to 
send in their names and addresses, with particumrs of thair dsbis or claims, t> 
Alfred Tnurston, 184, Katheriae st, Croydon, liquidator 

Garewwoop Sywpicare, Limirep (1s Votunrary Liquipatiow) — Creditors are 
req tired, on or vefors Sapt 1, to send their nanes and addresses, aad the pa ticulara 
OL their debts or claims, to George Addison Scots, 5 aud 6, Great Winchester at, 
liquidator 

J. WH, Scmaorrecp, Lrurrep (1 Liqurpatron) —Creditors are requirsd, on or before 
S spt 5, to vena their names aid aidrasser, aid the psrticulacs of their debts or 
claims, to Frederick Arthur Fitton, 26, Brown st, Mincaester, Crofton & C», man- 
Chester, s.lors i. r the 1 qaidator 

Lompor Gieantic Wuart Co, Limctep—raditors are required, on or before Sept 15 
to send uheic names und add:esses, and tne particulars of their debcos or cion 
to Auzustus Edwards, 68, Colema. st, liquidator 

McNare Hurcuison & Oc, Limirep—Creditors are required f rthwith to send their 
names and aduresses, and particulars of their debts or cl sims, to J. Whaatiey Jones, 
19, Cooper st, Manchester. Doughty & Fraser, so'ora fur liquidator 

Szamparp Toot Co, Limcrap—Creditors are required, on or before Au 

. gl4, to sand 
their names and addresses, and the particalars of their debts or claims, wo Mr John 
Gordon, Bond st, Leeds. Palleyae & Son, solors for the liqaidator 

Waatusy Rance Burtpise avy Improvement Co, Linrrep—Petn for winding up 

eee owe a — wo be — at tacomba pl, Salford, Arg 12 Pleidioess’ 
» 82lors for the petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abov 

not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of pean . — 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 


London Gasette.—Fatvay, July 31. 


Cuarrom, Nawron, Selsey, Sussex, Land Agent Sept 30 Clayton v Cla: Warringto’ 
ana ‘arker, iJ staffurth, — . ee 9 








Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
* Last Dar or Ctarm. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, July 31, 


Aypraew, Anyz Many, Lower Clapton rd, Hackney Aug31 Bayley & Co, Bank chmbrs, 
‘ower Bridge 

Arsriz_p, Perer, Hyde, Chester, Innkee,er Sept 5 Bostock, Hyde 

Ascuerson, Epwarp, Abchurch In, Merchant Sept1 Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry cham- 
b 


ers 
Avrrecut, Heren Mary, Schumann Strasse, Bona, Germany Sept 12 Wilson, Bath 
Baitey, Auice, Oldham, Lancs Aug3l Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham 

Bagaatt, Aww, Rylett rd, Shepherd's Bu:h SeptS Winter & Co, Bedford row 
Brewis, Ropext. Leeds, Draper Sept1 Bowliag & Sons, Leeds 

Bristow, Ann Emma, Thame, Oxford Aug 31 Goodchild, Norwich 


ake ~~ ems Bradford, Stuff Manufacturer Oct 31 Hutchinson & Sons, 
or 
Cray, Wittiam Mituseroy, Nottingham, Clothier Sept29 Acton & Marriott, Notting- 


m 
Coox, Wiiu14m, Tudor rd, South Hackney, Carman Sept15 Syrett & Sons, Finsbury 
pymnt 


Davies, Ricnarp, Cheetham Hill, Manchester Aug 31 Farrar & Co, Manchester 
EastLanp, Jony, Walpole St Andrews, Norfolk, Farmer Sept1 Ward, King’s Lyon 
Feast, JowaTuan, Hadleigh, Suffolk, Accountant Oct 1 Copley, Saint Ives, Hunts 
Govu.pixe, Tuomas, Ousby, nr Penrith, Yeoman Sept7 Cant & Fairer, Penrith 


Haywock, Louisa Barpara, Blackheath Sept 3 Pothecary & Co, Basioghall st 

Hit, Exviza Mary, Parkstone, Dorset Aug 29 Dickinson & Co, Poole 

Hoare, eee Nog. Hamiitoy, Draycott ph Sept1 Hores & Co, Lincoln's inn 
tiel 


Jackson, Hanotp, West Didsbury, Manchester, Buyer Aug 31 Minor, Manchester 
Jouzs, THomas, Leicester Septi Stevenson & son, Leicester 
Jonas, Watkin, Tynewydd, Gwalchmai, Anglesey, Shoemaker Aug 27 Jones, Bangor 


Kipyer, Jonn Russet, South Shields Aug 31 Scott, jun South Shields 


Lake, Henry Watiace, Old Kent rd, Licensed Victualler Aug 31 Huntley & Son, 
‘ooley st 
Lees, Emma, Derby Aug27 Briggs, Derby 
Luoyp, Zeenanian, Pontnewvdd, Mon, Butcher Sept 25 Bythway & Son, Pontypool 
Lyaci, Susan Henaierra Exizaseta, Beaufort gdos Sep;1 Witham & Co, Gray’s 
inn sq 


Maerin, Evizasern, Stratford on Avon Aug 2l Salsbury, Cheltenham 


Orton, Resecca, Leicester Sept 1 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 
Ovuruwaire, Isape tua Anne, Lichfield Augi6 Redmayne, Lichfield 


Parsons, Saran, Cleobury Mortimer, Salop Aug 31 Roberts, Cleobury Morlimer 


Reyso.ps, Cuartes Henry, Oakwood ct, Kensington, General Manager Pacific Cable 
Board Ovt1 Meade & Balmer, Red Lion sq 


Smmons, Jonx Henry, Ellacombe, Torquay Aug 24 Hamlyn, Torquay _ 
Sarr, Sicvesres WittiaM, Sevenoaks Sept1 Milner-Pugh & Lloyd-Will'ams, Seven- 


oaks 
Spur.ine, Caristina, Sarbiton Sept 14 Vandercom & Co, Bush In 


Wa po-Sistnorr, Anne Louisa Russet, Belgrave mans, Grosvenor gdns Sept 19 
Box, Great James st, Bedford row 

Waker, ~ ed Grorarana, Cranley pl, Onslowsq Sept 19 Wansey & Meade-King, 
Bri 


isto! 
Wartsox, Barctay Fierper, Camden Park, Tunbridge Wells Sept 30 Grubbe & 
Troughton, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Wurre, E.izapeta Caro.ine, Bath Sept? Wilson, Bath 
Wi.per, Rev Henry Beavroy, Sulham, Berks Sept1 Dimond & Son, Welbeck st, 
Cavendish sq 
Wino, Mary Any, Upper Porchester st Sept5 Winter & Co, Bedford row 


Yorxe, Wituram, 8t Margarets, Twickenham Sept 30 Hales, Clifford’s inn 
London Gazette.—Tuespay, Aug. 4. 


Arrcutsox, AncHIsALp Jonw Tuomas Francis, Bournemouth, Barrister at Law Sept 30 
alker & Co, Theobald’s rd, Gray’s inn 

Amery, Awn, Billingshurst, Sussex Aug 31 Coole & Haddock, Horsham 

ARMFIELD, cs James, Bickenhall mans, Portman sq »Aug3l Walker, Arundel st, 
tran 


Bat.ey, Saran, Avenue rd, Forest Gate Sept5 Greenip & Co, Tunbridge Wells 

Bey, Mania Resecca, Camden fowao Sept1 Slater & Co, High Holborn 

Baiaucr, Mary Ayn, Wolverhampton Sept10 Thorne & Haslam, Wolverhampton 

Busnuaam, Janz, Maidenhead Sept 3 Stuchbery, Maidenhead 

Buessam, Witutam, Maidenhead Sept 3 S:uchbery, Meidenh-ad 

Capocay, The Hon Henry Aatave, Waltham Cross, Herts Sept 8 Rider & Co, New aq, 
Lincvla's ian 

Carrer, Fortin, Chelmsford Sept? Larg2, Swaffham, Norfolk 

C.usee, Maerua, Batley, Yorks sept1 Milman, Batley 

C.uark, Couctuart, Morland, Westmoreland, Yeoman Aug 28 Richardson, Penrith 

Caossiz, Tazovore Artaur, Iiford Sept 15 Ballautyae & Uo, Leadenhall st 

p’Arcy, Louisa Kiizasera Conyers, Palliser rd, West Kensington Sept4 Norman & 
Co, New court, Lincoln's ian 

p'Arcy, Witi1am Noramost Conyers , Perham rd, West Kensington Sept4 Norman & 
C2, New court, Lincoln's inn 

Hatt, Rev Wixit1am, Coleraine, Londonderry Sept3) Cozens, Hampton 

Heesert, Jaxe, Hyéres, Var, France septl Stephenson & Co, Lombard st 

Heyes, Mary Ann, Huyton, Lancs Aug 30 W & E W Bullen, Liverp ol 

Hitt, Major Cuartes Epwarp, BR A, late co M-ssrs Cox & Co, Charing cross Sept 1 
Stephenson & Vo, Lombard st 

Hortincer, Fanny, Leicester Sept 12 Cooper, Leicester 

Houeags, James Riouagp, Johnstown, Carmarthen Aug 31 Walters, Carmarthea 


Keerre, Anne, 8t Mark’s rd, Notting Hill Sept5 Deacon & Co, Finsbury circus 
Kwirton, Jossra, Trasley, Derby Sept6 Clitford & Cliffords, Derby. 


Met.ors, Joun, Mansfield, Notts, Sept5 Alcock, Mansfield 

Ouvertox, James, Bolton, Coal Dealer Sept1 Fielding & Fernihough, Bolton 

PostteTuwairs, Hewny Hancezaves, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler Aug 29 Clark & 

‘o, Lancaster 

Rostnson, Louisa, Hove, Sussex Oct1 Higham, Craven st, Charing Cross 

Suita, Faepesicx Eooar, Oxwick, Norfolk, Farmer Septi1 Blyth, Norwich 

Sauirn, Mary Maricpa, Sheffield Sept 4 ith eld 

Stitemay, Rosert Cuareis, Winch , Sussex Sept 15 stileman & Nea‘e, Southamp- 
ton st, Bloomsbury sq 


Wetueritt, Josern, St Heliers, Jersey Sept 1 Burton & Co, Surrey st, Victoria 
Embankment 
W xx14ms, Lucy, Bristol Aug 22 Sinnott & Son, Bristol 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


Lonion Gazette.—FRIDAY, July 31. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aypeews, Watter Wittram, Worcester, 
Worcester Pet July 29 Ord Tuly 29 

Anunpet, Artaur Samver Daew, ani Farorrick 
Joun Marsua tu, Penn st, Hoxton, Fancy Box Manu- 
facturers High Court Pet July6 Ord July 2 

Baxeer, J & J, Westcliff on Sea, Builders Hastings 
Pet Mar14 Ord July 28 

Bexwxtt, Rorert, Cheapside, Architect High Court Pet 
Mar 5 I een? 

Berson, Jessiz, Nantyfyllon, nr Maesteg, Gen r0- 
vision Merchant Cardiff ’Pet July 28 Ord July 28 

Bowpey, Jouny, Disley, Cheshire, Butcher Stockport Pet 
July 29 Ord July 29 

Baovrs, Joun naan oLM, Jonw Sruckty Covttrer, and 
Hues James Lawrence Lixp. Great Koy A st, Wins 
Merchants High Court Pet June4 Ord July 28 

Bagsan, Taropor, Lisle st, Leicester sq, Music Hal Artiste 

igh Court Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Catvert, James Newros, Hull, Grocer Kingston upon 
Hull Pet July 25 Ord July 25 

Cuaxnow, Jouy, esthoratn Engineers’ Labourer 
Great Grimsby Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Cuancy, Dayiet, Bensamin Stater, London In, 
r= ert Show Case Makers High Court Pet July 27 
Ord July 

Crake, Tuomas Eowarp, Lowestoft, Furniture Dealer 
Great Yarmouth Pet July 18 Ord July 29 

Cousens, Epwarp, Caxton House, Westminster High 
Court Pet July 8 Ord July 28 

CalTcuury, +} Wigan, Publican Wigan Pet July 
28 Ord July 28 

Davies, Lavra Exizasers, Burton Salmon, Yorke, 
Mineral Water Manufacturer Wakefield Pet July 28 
Ord July £8 

Dowpatt, Jouwn Wi sor, oe. Builder South- 
ampton Pet July28 Ord July 28 

Eape, Freperick Victor, Worthing, Grocer’s Manager 
Brighton Pet July27 Ord Juy 27 

Evxins, Stonzy, Morgan’s Vale, Downton, Wilts, Butcher 
Salisbury Pet June17 Ord July 23 

E.tis, Tuomas, Prescot, Lancs, Tallow Chandler Liver- 
pool Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Fareman, Grorce Hexry Hout, pionat st, Berkeley sq 
High Court Pet June 4 Ord Jul y 3 

Gitseet, Bertsa Hewitt, M ster, Tob ist 
Manchester Pet July 9 Ord July 

Hopes, Wit.1am, Southwick, toes Feuiterer Brighton 
Pet Jaly 3 Ord July 28 

Ho.uns, James Tuomas, Harrogate, Commercial Traveller 
York Pet July 17 Ord July 29 

Hootz, Lazzir, - =" eee Salop Madeley Pet 
June 27 Ord July 29 

Kusy, Groras, Dunstable, Beds, Baker Luton Pet 
July 29 Ord July 29 

Maipment, Rosert, Tarrant Monkton, Dorset, Baker 
Dorchester Pet July 28 Ord July 28 

Mozue, Ernest Louis, Leeds, irdresser Leeds Pet 
July 27 Ord July 27 


Batcher 








Mokraris, Gzoncr Cae, Cheltenham, Fish g Chelten- 
ham PetJuly 28 Ord July 28 
Morais, Jaues Henry, Lower Brou , Lancs, Bedding 


Manufacturer Salford Pet ay 16 Ord July 27 

Norman, Norman J, De ene gins High Court Pet 
May 6 Ord July 29 

Parritt, Joun, Leed Mineral Water Manufacturer 

Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Powsrtu, Joan Rosert, Barr Cottage, ae, Lancaster 
Live 1 Pet July 16 Ord July 29 

Reese, “he aN, Machynlleth, —eperz, Mine Agent 
Aberystwyth Pet July 2 Ord July 29 

eum W <A, New Bond st, Cigareite Merchant 
High Court "Pet June1 Ord Jul ly 23 

Baw, James, Cadishead, Lancs, Wheelwright Salford 
Pet July 15 Ord July 23 

—, ro Tuomas, Chesterfield, Innkeeper Chesterfield 


Ju 
Same, Tea, jun, Walsall, Coal Dealer Walsall 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 
West, Cuartes, and Txomas Baytiss, Sedgley Park, 
Prestwich, Builders Salford Pet July 15 Ord July 





Weruerett, Joun Ricaarp, Stockton on Tees, Black- 
smith Stockton on Tees "Pet July 27 “Ord July 27 
Wueeves, Caantes Witt, High st, Palmer’s Green, 
Tobacconist Edmonton Pet July 28 Ord July 23 
Witires, Haney, Macclesfield, Grocer Macclesfield Pot 
July 25 Ord July 25 

Witurams, Sipwzy Gnances, Exeter, Fishmonger Exeter 
Pet July 28 Ord Jaly 28 

Winesuna Hawnaa Marte Jeawerre, Southsea, Hants 
Portsmouth Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Wour, Witttam Jonx, Beratford, ——— Cora Chandler 
High Court Pet July 27 Ord July 

Yaa, Avrarp Creave, Highweek, N- rh Ab>ot, Davon, 
Road Contractor ‘Exeter Pet July 28 Ord July 28 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


a, Ricaarp Srvusss, Northallerton, Yorks, Hairdresser 
10 at 11.3) Off Bec, Court chmbra, Albert rd, 

Mi dlesbrough 

Beynetrr, Roserrt, or, Architect Aug 18 at ll 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Bropie, Jouw M ALCOLM, Joun Sruckty Courter, and Hues 
come a oy _, ee ——— st, Wine 

erchan’ ug 18 at 1 nkruptcy , Carey st 

Catveat, James ose. Hull, Grocer A . 8 at ill Off 
Ree, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

Cantwaicut, Georas, jun, by Aug 8 atil Off Rec, 

Cuancy, Dasrer, and Bensamin ae | London In, 
— = ey Case Makers Augi2atl1 Bankruptcy 


Gunn ANN, Barton Lazars, Leicester, Blacksmith Aug 10 
at 12 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
CiuLow, Josera Witttam, Preston, nr Lavenham, Suffolk, 
Cowkesper Aug l4at2 Cups "Hotel, Colchester 
Coney Tuomas, aon nif Butcher Aug l0ati1l Off Reo, 
, ’ ven 
Cousens, Eowarp, Caxton House, Westminster Aug 13 at 
12 Bankruptcy bl od. st 
Catrcatey, Tuomas, Wig ublican Aug 11 at 3 19, 
Exchange st, Bolton 


Crort, tn ee Dealer Aug 8 at 11.30 Of 
DowDaLt, "Joun Wenn, Southampton, Bulder Ang 10 
atil Midland Bank chmbrs, High st. Southampton 
Eaps, Faeperick Vicror, Worthiog, Grocer’s Manager 

Aug i3at3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, ee 
Faremax, Georce Henny Hout, Mount st, keley sq 
Aug 12at11 Bankruptey bid st, 
Haraizs, Kowarp, Dolhaidd, tet ha Carmarthen, 
ee Aug l2at11 Off Reo, 4, Queen st, 
en 
Hareison, Farperick Wrutiam Licurroot, Pontesbury, 
BSalop_ AugS8at12 Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 
Haarvis, James Waaraie, Liscard, Chester, dycle 
Aug 12at3 Off Reo, 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo 1 
Harwoop, Caarizs Gronce fy Great Yarmouth, 
Baker Aug 8atil1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Hoper, Wit.iam, Southwick, Ag t oo Aug 18 at 
10.15 Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Bri 
Inceam, Farpreick *Wittias, Oxford, Tulher Aug 8 at 
ke 12 1,8 nites, Gaaees 
ADBEATER, Tom, Roundhay, or Leeds, oo, Sage Aug 10 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds ad 
Mogae, Eryvest Louis, Leeds, Hairdresser Aug 10 at 12 
Off , 24, st, Leeds 
Paarirr, Joux, Leeds Mineral Water Manufacturer Aug 
12at11 Off Ree, st, Leeds 
Parirowarp, Josera STANLEY, Rington, Hereford, Hotel 
Keeper Aug 8at12.45 2, Offa st, Hereford 
Ray, Taomas a ‘Birkenhead Aug i2at2 Of 


=i “yl 

Smart, Tuomas, St. Helene © ssaaed Aug 10 at2 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Live 

Ta.sor, Samogn Apranam, B a Book Keeper 
Aug S8atil Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

Tayon, Frepreicx. Moss Side. Mane ester, Joiner Aug8 

* at . Of -_ Byrom st, eae. Of Ree, 

aoRnP, Horace Suiru, Leeds, Aug 10 at 11 24, 

Bond st, Leeds “ 


Warts, Haxay, Bideford, Devon, Saddler Aug 13 at 
3.15 94, High st, Barnstaple 

WHEELER, CHagies “Wmasan, righ st, paeee Green, 
Tobacconist Augillati2 14, Bedford 

Wituiams, Sipwey Caartes Exeter, Fishmonger Aug 14 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exete 

| Wengen, Haney, Macclesfield Grover ,~ 13 atil Off 
Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macc'esfield 


Wirerretp, ‘Hawwan Maare Jeaverres, Southsea, H 
Aug 18 at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High at, Porte. 


mouth 
Wour, Witttam Joux, Leytonstone ri, Stratford, Essex, 
Corn Chandler Aug 12 at 12 bidgs, 


+ hears Tamme Aug Bat 11.80 

Hiawesk Newton Abort, Ee 
14 at 10.30 Of Reo, 9, 

Bedford circus, Ructor® 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


| Awonews, Waurer Witttam, Worcester, Butcher Wor- 
A R.. roy thes OF righton, Stationer Brighton 
ustix, Eparam James, 
Pet Jane 20 Ord July 


ey | James, 
| 


mae ALraeD Oueave, 
tractor 


B J Nantyfyllon, nr , General 
Bre etmek Corti’ Pee sels 36'O 25 Ga July 38 
Bowpen, Jouy, eth) Cheshire, Butcher 


July 29 Ord July 29 


Baosas, Taropor, Lisle st, Leicester sq, Music 
rtiste High Court Pet July 29 Ord July 29 
Buttock, Hexry Tavsor Bovveam, Bickhenhall mans, 
Baker st High Court Pet June 10 —teabayg aes 
Catvert, James Newrox, Hull, Grocer Kingston upon 

Hull’ Pet June 23 Ord July 95 
Caannon, Jons, ’ Labourer Great 
Grims Pet July July 27 
Crancy, Danren, and Bensauis Starter, London In, 
<4 Show Makers High Court Pet July 27 
July 27 


Caircuer, Taomas, Wigan, Publican Wigan Pet July 28 
Ord July 28 


, Lavra Extzavera, Burton Salmon, Yorks, 

OO Bera Water Manufacturer Wakefield Pet July 98 

Davis, me, Goamnnes Slovete st, Belgravia High Court Pet 

me Joux Wasson, South ungten, Builder Southamp- 
ton July 28 Ord — 28 

Eape, Seamatess Vises orthing, Grocer’s Manager 

Liverpool 


—— y 2" ord oy 27 
om Fuouay,Frowol Lage ow Chandler 
counrion, Rowan, £2 Anes” Surrey, Butcher Croydon 


Ord July 29 

et June l7 O 

Hut, James, Rotherhith st, Proluc> Importer High 
Court Pet June 9 Oud July 24 

Hopae, Wiit1am, Southwick, Sussex, Fruiterer Brighton 


Pet July 3 Ord July 29 


Marpment, Rosert, Tarrant Monkton, Dorset, Baker Dor- 
chester Pet July 23 Ord Ord Sate 38 

Mogar, —— Louis, Leeds tesser Leeds Pet 

eee 27 + Ord July eH ites 
NoKTON, WILLIAM JAMES Guernsey grove, Herne 
Hill, Publisher High Court : Bet Pihaoogst July 2 

Morais, Groner Caves, Cheltenham 
enham Pet Jul hy’ Ord Rant Bond 

Panritr, Jous, ater Manufacturer Leeds 
Pet July 29 Ord July 20 

Ray, Tuomas Presta, Birkenhead Birkenhead Pet 
July9 Ord July 27 

Tuomrson, Joux, Kendal, Westmorland, Architect Kendal 
Pet April 25° Ord July 29 

7 ornace Surrn, Leeds Leeds Pet July 9 Ord 


Wasroy. ¥ b= jus, weal, Coal Dealer Walsall 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 
West, Cuantes, and Taomas Bayrtiss, Prest 
Salford Pet 


wich, nr Man- 
et July 15 Ord July 2 
Wernenett, Joun Ricaaarp, Stockton on Tees, 
Stockton on Tees Pet July 27 Ord July 27 
Wueerter, Caaries Wrseaas High st, Palmer's 
Tobacconist Edmonton Pet Jaly 28 Ord July 28 
Waste, oe Exeter, Fishmooger 


July 2 
WItt1ss, eo , Grocer Macclesfield Pet 


July 2% Ord ‘July 5 
Wiverretp, Hawwan Mare Jra , Southsea, Hants 


Portemouth Pet July 27 Ord July 27 
Worr, Wituam Jou, Leytonstone rd, Stratford, Essex, 
Corn Chandler High Pet July 27 Or July af 


Yua, Auraep Cizave. Highweek, Newton Abb ey se 
Road Contractor Exeter Pet July 28 Ord July 28 


Ta ee 
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Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 7 : 


Pappinatox, Josernus Jouw, and Witrraep Lawson Pap- 
pDixetow, Colden Common, Southampton, Contractors 
inchester Pet Junei6é Ord July 3 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Rosiwsow, Envest Jawes, Bexhill on Sea High Court 
Adjud April 20,1899 Annul July 16, 1908 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Aug. 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Baawett, Wittiam Barwewt, King Edward mansions, 
Shaftesbury av High Court Pet May 23 Ord July 14 
Bett, Frepericxk Tuaorston, Idle, Bradford, Woollen 
Manufacturer Bradford Pet July 31 Ord July 31 
Beysox, Wiu1am Heway, Pontefract, Yorks, Butcher 
Wakefield Pet July 30 Ord July 30 
Cuare, Ferpericx, Eastbourne, Cabinet Maker 
bourne Pet July 31 Ord July 31 
Cotemax, Jonx, Cullompton, Devon, Cattle 
Ord July 31 
Wilts Swindon 


East- 


Dealer 
Exeter Pet July 31 
Comeros, Hewry, Malmesbury, 
July 31 Ord July 31 
Corrrey, Writam, Aberavon, Labourer 
beravon Pet July 30 Ord July 30 
Exvivos, Joux Gray, Nafferton, Yorks, Tailor 
borough Pet July 29 Ord July 29 
Evawa, Witiiau, Newtown, Tattenhall, Chester, 
Chester Pet July 31 Ord July 31 
Eynow, Joszra Wiitiam, West Bromwich, Staffs, Butcher 
West Bromwich Pet July 30 Ord July 30 
Gaeene, Geatrupe Rosemary, Margaret st, Cavendish sq, 
bourne Pet July 31 Ord July 3t 
Hasnisoy, —¥ ev, Iikeston, Derby Derby Pet July 31 
Ord July 
Hewson, hey Epwre, and Frap Witutam Wap, King- 
ston upon Holl, Ship Repairers Kingston upon Hull 
Pet July 30 Ord Tuly 30 
Hoyt, Harry Jony, Tulee Hin, ~~ 2 Victualler High 
Court Pet July 3t Ord July 
Hurrorp, Eaxest Eowarp, Saint *Rapbacl, Bristol, Clerk 
Bristol Pet July 31 Ord July 31 
Lensox, James, Gateshead, Grocer Newoastle on Tyne 
Pet July 13 Ord July 31 
— Harry, Barton on Humber, Coal Dealer Great 
a. Pet July 16 Ord July 30 
Seer orace Wititam, New Barnet, Herts, Builders’ 
Merchant Barnet Pet July 30 Ord July 30 
Barcr, G, Smethwick, Staffs, Builder West Bromwich 
Pet July 16 Ord July § 81 
Somme, Jee, “perp High Holborn High Court Pet 
y uly 
Sitverstorz, Rocers, & Co, Hackney rd, Boot Factors 
High Court Pet July 13 Ord July 30 
Sraincer, Joszrn Tsomas, ngor, Peete, General 
Dealer gor Pet July28 Ord July 2 
Tuorns, Tuomas, Capel, Surrey, Licensed Victualler Croy- 
don Pet July30 Ord July 30 
View Staxtzry Newtown, Frederick's pl, Old Jewry, 
Solicitor High Court Pet April 22 Ord July 30 
West, Freperick Groner, West Green rd, Tottenham, 
Butcher Edmonton Pet July 30 Ord July 80 
Warten, Grrarp Joux, Old sq, Lincoln’s inn, Barrister 
at Law High Court Pet July 8 Ord July 30 
Waitraker, Tromas, Wollaston, Stourbridge, Worcester, 
7 oo Victualler Stourbridge Pet July 16 Ord 
y 


Pet 
Neath and 
Scar- 


Labourer 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arvapet, Antuur Sauvet Drew, and Freperic Joun Mar- 
SHALL, Penn st, Hoxton, Fancy Box Deere 
Aug 14 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Bamrorp, Joun Henry, Rugby, Boot Dealer Aug 14 at 12 
0 Ree, 8, High st, Coventry 

Barwa, Wituiam Barw ELL, King Edward mans, Shaftes- 
bury avenue Aug 17 at li Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Bet, Farperic Tnorxton, Idle, Bradford, Woollen Manu- 
facturer Aug 13 at 11 Off Ree, 12, Duke at, Bradford 

Benson, WituiamM Heney, Pontefract, Butcher Aug 14 at 
12 Rec, 6, Bond terr, Wakefield 

Brynor, Jessin, Nantyfyllon, nr Maesteg, Glam, General 
ao Aug l4at3 Off Rec, 117, Saint 


Mary 

Brosay, Tuxovor, Lisle st, Leicester sq, Music Hall Artiste 
Aug 14 atl Bankruptcy bldga, Carey st 

Cuaxnon, Jonny, hg ae Engineer’s Labourer Aug 13 
atll Off , St Mary’s chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

Crark, Rospert Wissen, West Bridgford, Notts hes 12 
atil Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Cotzeman, Joux, Cullompton, Devon, Cattle Dealer Aug 
14at 10.30 Off 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Caippiz, THomas, Whitchareh, Grocer Aug l4at12 Off 
Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Lavra Euizaners, Burton Salmon, Yorks, 

1 Water Manufacturer Aug l4atil Off Rec, 

6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Dvrr, Wits, Kington 8t Michael, Wilts, Carpenter 
Aug 12 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Exviver, Joun Gray, Nafferton, bg wk Tailor Aug 13 at 
1.30 Off Rec, 48, » Westborough, Boar rough 

Evans, ALrrep Tromas, Pontwe 4 ae ay Carmarthen, 
Surgeon Aug 12 at 10.30 ff Rec, 4 4, Queen st, Car- 


mart 
Hicks, Evetace Wi.iiam, Borrowash, nr Derby, Up- 
holsterer Aug 12 at 11 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, 


Davies, 


Hous, James Tuomas, aay Commercial Traveller 
Rane at3 Off Rec, Th House, Duncombe pl, 


Hoeues, aang Shop Newydd, Carregonen, Bodorgan, 
Anglesey, Grocer Aug 12 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, East- 
gate row, Chester 

Hvsrorp, Eaxest Eowaarp, Saint Raphael, Bristol, 
Aug 12 at 12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Leaxs, Fraepericox Gompertz, Edgbaston, Birmingham, 

r of Music Aug 13 at 11.30 191, Corporation 


Clerk 





Lewwox, James, Gateshead, Grocer Aug 12 at 11.80 Off | 
Ree, 30 30. Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Maxx, Witram, Soham, Ganeeeitge Miller Aug 12 at 
11.80 White Hart Hotel 

Maatin, Jouy, jun, Newcastle on Tyne, Cartwright Aug 
1Zat 11 Oh Bee, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 

Maxrincate, James "hae Witttam, Westbury, Wilts, 
a Agent Aug 12at11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
ristol 

Miuwsr, Isaac, Hightown, Manchester, General Dealer 
Aug 12at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Norman, Normax J, Ridgmount gdns Aug téatl Bank- 
rupte y bldgs, Carey st 

Prentice, Horace Wituam, New Barnet, Builders’ Mer- 
chant Aug 14 at12 14, Bedford row 

Ropgs, Gueravus, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, Metal Plater 
Aug 13 at 12 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Sca.e, Gzonce Wim, Annikel), Steynton, Pembroke, 
so Aug 14 at 2 Temperance Hall, Pembroke 


Soort, James Normay, Southampton Som, High Holbora 
Aug 1at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Seymour, W A, New Bond st, Cigarette Merchant Aug 
12 at 11 Bankruptcy Dies, | Carey st 

Saw, James, Cadishead, Lancs, Wheelwright Aug 12 at 
330 Off Ree, Byrom’ st, Manch 

Sitverstoner Rocres & Co, Hackne Re. poet Factors 
Aug 14 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 

Taoarws, Tsomas, Capel, Surrey, Licensed Victualler Aug 12 
at12 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

VicEas, STANLEY Newrow, Frederick’s op 

Solicitor Aug 13 at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

West, Cuarves, and Tomas Baytiss, Prestwich, nr Man- 
chester, Builders Aug 12 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom at, 
Manchester 

Weruerect, Jonx Ricwarp, Stockton on Tees, Black- 
smith Aug 12at11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert 
rd, Middlesbrough 

Wuerier, Geratp Jou, Old sq, Lincoln’s inn, Barrister 
at Law Aug 13 at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bett, Feeperick Taorytor, Idle, Bradford, Woollen 
Manufacturer Bradford Pet July 31 Ord July 31 
Berson, Wittiam Henry, Pontefract, Butcher ake- 
field Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Crarge, Frepericx, Eastbourne, Cabinet Maker East- 
bourne Pet J uly 31 Ord July 31 

Comprox, Hewry, Malmesbury, Wilts, Farmer Swindon 
Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Correy, Witutam, Aberavon, Labourer Neath and 
Aberavon Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

De Bein, Apetarpe Geeatpine, Bognor Brighton Pet 
June 27 Ord July 31 

Etvines, Joun Gray, Nafferton, — Tailor Scar- 
borough Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Evans, Witt1am, Newtown, Tattenhall, Labourer Chester 
Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Eyxor, Joszpn Wittiam, West Bromwich, — Butcher 
West Bromwich Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Garpver, Ricuarp Parry, and Cottivson Hatt, Millbrook 
Farm, Chobham, Surrey High Court Pet Feb 15 
Ord July 30 

Greeve,Gererevupe Rosemary, L pee st, Cavendish sq 
Eastbourne Pet July 31 Ord July 

Harrison, Samvugy, Iikeston, Derby "Derby Pet July 31 
Ord July 81 

Hewsow, Jouw Epwis, and Farp Wititiam Wane, King- 
ston upon Hull, Salvage ———— Kingston upon 
Hull Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Hot . ms, James Tuomas, Hi = Commercial Traveller 

York Pet July 17 ‘Ord Ju 


Lancs 


Pearse, Henay Ernest, Wymering mansions, Elgin av 
Liverpool Pet July 16 Ord July 3 Hereford, ead 
Ro.ivasox, Cuaries ‘Artuue, yo rd, 
Farmer Pembroke Dock Pet July 25 Ord July 31 
Sreixcer, Joseru Taomas, Bangor, Carnarvon, General 
Butcher Edmonton Pet July 30 Ord July 30 





M*. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 
RE ARE for the SOLICITORS’ FINAL and 
IATE EXAMIN. 


= ATIONS; joi ty ten an 
~ aediasea personally 
Hare-court, Temple. 





experience in office of Registrar acting as Hi 
Bailiff (Admiralty and District Registry) DEST 
another ENGAGEMENT ; satisfactory reasons.— Address, 
“W.,” 56, Beaconsfield-avenue, Colchester. 


DVERTISER (21 ; 


L4¥.— —County Court Clerk, with a 





Conveyanci ng, High Court Practice, Company, Probate, 
and General Practice; could introduce ey ee 
£100 to £150.—Box 3800, care of “ Solicitors’ J 
Office, 27, Chancery-lane, Ww.c, 


O PARENTS and GUARDIANS. — 
Vacancy occurs on ferm for Yeung Gentleman 
learn farming. Comfortable home; healthy neighbour i 


cmt 





hood, near sea; Lat eae references.— Write Onxsswatt, ; 


Southchureb, Southend, Essex. 





OUSEHOLD FURNITURE 
EFFECTS. — Capital prices realized at Mesers, ~ 
Gtiazier & Sons’ Auctions at Monsell’s Depository, Eliza. © 
beth-street, Eaton-square. Goods purchased ou! 
desired .—18, Knightebridge, Hyde Park Corner, 
lished 1760. Tel. No. 2006 Victoria. 





[0 SOLICITORS and OTHERS. —3, Stone: | : 


buildings, Lincoln’s-inn.—To Let on Lease or other- 


wise from Michaelmas next, a double set of Chambers on : 


the Ground-floor and Basement. Having been at ong 
time the chambers of Vice-Vhancellor Malins, they arg — 


connected with an interior staircase, speaking tubes, <>) 4 


and are fitted with electric light. Thev contain three 


large rooms and a clerk’s room in each set, and are well © 


suited for the offices of a firm of standing. —For terms 


EC to Messrs. Wurr, Foup, & Leacs, 66, London 


I 





/ 
N Securities required for a sum of about £23,000; 
two or more amounts preferred. — Address, in 


unadmitted) requires 
Situa tion with a view to Purchase Share if possible ; ~ 


ORTGAGES. — Freehold or Leasehold | 


instance, Lrsex, care of “ Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 2%, ; 


Chancery-lane, W 





£ 90) OO Building Finance requii 

b at 6 per cent. for Shops and 
Shepherd’s Bush ; well-known contractors and freeho 
joins; liberal terms to solicitor.—Address, Fimanos, 
Horncastles’, 61, Cheapside, E.C. 





S, FISHER, 188, sina 





Hunt, Hagry Joun, Tulse hill, Liceneed Victualler High 
Court Pet July 81 Ord July 31 
High Court Pet March 17 Ord July 29 
Poweur, Joun Rosert, Barr —- Maghull, 
Paicuarp, Joserpa Sraniey, Kington 
Keeper Leominster Pet June 25 Ord Jul , ad 
ipsy Hill 
High Court Pet June 29 Ord July 30 
Scare, Gzorce Wituam, Annikell, Steynton, Pembroke, 
Suaw, James, Cadishead, Lancs, Wheelwright Salford 
Pet July 15 Ord July 31 
Dealer Bangor Pet July 28 Ord July 28 
West, Farpericx Georcs,. West Green rd, eae, 
The Oldest Insurance 

















= 








4x / 
© orice © 





Copzed from Policy dated 1726. 


PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE, 
BURGLARY, 


Office in the World. 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrice: 


63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


Insurances effected Saiiiioes the following risks :— 


FIRE. 


DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


FUNDS IN HAND 


£2,764,234. 


WOREMEN’S COMPENSATION 
SICKNESS and DISEASE,| and EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY © 
including ACCIDENTS TO 














so maaan Be 


